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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Enrotmenr Orrice and the Queen’s Bench 
Masters’ Office are now in process of removal to the 
Royal Courts of Justice. 


THE FORMAL RETIREMENT of Mr. Justice Mellor will 
take place on June 11, when it is understood that the 
Attorney-General, on behalf of the bar, will bid fare- 
well to the learned judge. 





In THe case or Reader v. Bloom (3 Bing. 9) it was 
held that the circumstance that the plaintiff's cause had 
been conducted by an uncertificated attorney did not 
deprive the plaintiff of his right to full costs against the 
defendant. The court held that the Legislature “ never 
intended to touch the suitor, because all the punishment 
they inflict is directed against the attorney, who, 
if he practises without a regular title, is disabled to 
sue for his costs.” The question came before the 
Queen's Bench Division a few days ago in a case of 
Fowler v. Monmouthshire Railway and Canal Company, 
an arbitration under the Lands Clauses Acts, where the 
claimant had employed a solicitor to act for him who 





was at the time uncertificated. Having obtained his 
award, Fowler applied to the master to tax his costs, 
but the master refused on the ground that the solicitor 
had not been certificated at the time of his 
Application was then made to the Queen’s Bench Divi- 
sion for a mandamus directing the master to tax the 
costs, and it was contended that Fowler was entitled to 
recover his costs and disbursements from the opposite 
party, even though the solicitor was not entitled to re- 
cover them. The court were, however, of opinion that 
the effect of the enactments in 37 & 38 Vict. c. 68 s. 12, 
and of the previous course of legislation on the subject, 
was to make it impossible for costs to be recovered, 
either by the solicitor or party, where the solicitor 
acting for a party had been uncertificated ; and they re- 
fused the application. 





Ir 1s STRANGELY conTRARY to popular notions that, 
while a considerable section of the trading classes smile 
approval on the Government Bankruptcy Bill, it is left 
to the lawyers to raise objectior to it on the ground of 
the expense which will be entailed by the unnecessary 
forms and meetings prescribed. We printed, some time 
ago, a letter from an able correspondent who pointed 
out that, not only would the novel scheme devised for 
initiating proceedings take years of expensive litigation 
before its practical effect could be judicially determined, 
but the number of necessary applications to the court in 
every case would be nearly trebled. The Associated 
Provincial Law Societies have also protested against 
the multiplication of meetings. We publish this week 
an elaborate report upon the Bill by the Birmingham 
Law Society, in which they raise the same objection. 
The debtor may, first of ali, try to carry a deed of 
arrangement under part 2 of the Bill, and, if he is un- 
successful, may present a petition under which there will 
be, first, a provisional order, then a meeting to decide 
whether there shall or shall not be an adjudication in 
bankruptcy; if the decision is in the affirmative a 
meeting for final examination, if in the negative, 
probably a meeting to decide on an arrangement, 
All this means heaping up costs, and an outcry 
hereafter about solicitors’ costs similar to that now 
raised about trustees’ charges. As to the latter, the 
Birmingham Society print a statement with which 
they have been furnished by a firm of accountants of 
much experience in bankruptcy matters, which seems to 
show that the result of the adoption of the scale of re- 
muneration provided by clause 67 of the Bill will be to 
cut down more than one-half the present remuneration 
of the trustee. 


Ir 1s TO BE HOPED that, in removing the legal offices 
into the new building, the question of convenient proxi- 
mity between offices having business closely connected 
with each other will not be lost sight of. Already the 
location of the Chancery Registrars at a distance from 
the Record and Writ and Report Offices and the Chan- 
cery Pay Office involves a very considerable amount of 
what may be called messenger-work between these offices, 
and the inconvenience would, unquestionably, be great 
if the three last-named offices should be separated from 
each other in like manner. Nor would the offices or 
the profession alone be sufferers. It is well known that 
many of the persons who attend to receive dividends on 
funds in court are very aged and infirm, and if the 
Record and Writ Office is removed to the new building 
in Bell-yard, while the Chancery Pay Office remains in 
Chancery-lane, it must be obvious that the trouble to 
these persons will be very great if, after swearing their 
affidavits (requisite in many cases) before the Clerks of 
Records and Writs in Bell-yard, they should have to 
travel to the Holborn énd of Chancery-lane to receive 
their money. The contemplated arrangements in the 
new building, applicable to the offices in question, care- 
fully insure the comfort of the suitors referred to, for 
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instead of having, as at present, to ascend some thirty or 
more steps, they will be able to reach the ground-floor of 
the new building by an ascent of about half-a-dozen 
steps only, and on this floor the Record and Writ and 
Paymaster-General’s Offices are to be located. We 
notice the subject, in the hope that the arrangements to 
be made for the removal of those offices will be such as 
shall insure to the suitors at an early date the conveni- 
ence and comfort intended for them. 





Some controversy has recently arisen upon the legal 
status of co-operative stores, and their exemption from 
rates and taxes. The only tax from which such institu- 
tions appear eo nomine to be exempt is the property tax. 
It is provided by the Act 5 & 6 Vict. c. 35, s. 88, that 
the dividends or interest of any friendly society legally 
established under any Act relating to friendly societies 
shall be exempt from the duties under schedule C. The 
Friendly Societies Act, 1875, which repeals all the Acts 
in force in relation to friendly societies prior to that 
date is silent on the point; but the Industrial and Pro- 
vident Societies Act, 1876, specifies (s. 11, sub-section 
4) amongst the privileges of a society registered under 
that Act that “the society shall not be chargeable 
under schedule C. or schedule D. of the Income 
Tax Acts”; adding, however, that ‘‘no member or per- 
son employed by the same to whom any profits 
are paid shall be exempted from any assessment 
to the said duties to which he would otherwise be liable.” 
Turning to section 6, we find that the societies which 
may be registered under the Act are “societies for 
carrying on any labour, trade, or handicraft, whether 
wholesale or retail, including the buying and selling of 
land, . . of which societies no member other than 
a society registered under the Act shall have or claim an 
interest in the fund exceeding two hundred pounds 
sterling.” The privilege, therefore, of a ‘“‘ Co-operative 
Store”’ registered under this Act is limited, but certain 
and assured. It may be worth while to add that licence 
duties appear to be payable by co-operative stores in the 
same manner as by retail traders, if the store deals in 
any way with a public outside the shareholders. It may 
be questioned whether a store supplying articles, such 
as cards, beer, or tobacco, for the sale of which alicence 
is ordinarily required, to its own shareholders only, 
would be bound to take out a licence, for in such a case 
there would seem to be no sale, for the reason that a man 
cannot buy of himself. 





Tue Hovse or Commons Costs Taxation Act, 1849, 
is restricted to the costs in respect of any proceedings in 


the House of Commons “‘ relating to any petition for a 


private bill, or private bill, or in respect of complying 
with the standing orders of the said House relative 
thereto, or in preparing, bringing in, and carrying the 
same through, or opposing the same in, the House of 
Commons.” Mr. Raikes has just introduced a Bill which 
proposes to extend the provisions of this Act to the 
** costs, charges, and expenses of any parliamentary 
agent, solicitor, or other person in respect to the obtain- 
ing or promotion of, or opposition to, any provisional 
order or provisional certificate, or any Bill for confirming 
the same; and in respect to the promotion of any Bill 
by any public trustees or commissioners, or by any 
municipal or other public authority, and in respect to 
the opposition to any public and general Bill.” By 
clause 2 the taxing officer, upon the request of a Secre- 
tary of State or the Local Government Board, is to tax 
and settle any costs, charges, or expenses “ incurred in 
respect of any Bill,” provisional order, or provisional 
certificate, and ‘‘to return the same, with his opinion 
thereon, to the Secretary of State, or the Local Govern- 
ment Board, as the case may be.” Some explanation 
of the precise object of this last provision seems to be 
desirable. 





GOODWILL. 


Two recent decisions of the Appeal Court-are of import- 
ance with relation to this subject, which, though of 
narrow dimensions, is still somewhat perplexed. 

The first case is Steuart v. Gladstone (27 W. R. 512, 
L. R. 10 Ch. D. 626). It was a case of valuation of the 
property of a partnership on the withdrawal of one 
partner ; for which purpose it was held upon the con- 
struction of the articles that the goodwill was not to be 
valued. In the court below Mr. Justice Fry expressed 
his disapproval of the doctrine of Hall v. Hall (20 Beav. 
139), that, prima facie, an outgoing partner is not 
entitled to separates compensation for goodwili. We 
may observe that Vice-Chancellor Hall in Reynolds v. 
Bullock (26 W. R. 678) also disapproved of Hall v. Hail. 
The principle of the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Steuart v. Gladstone appears to be that in questions of 
this kind the intention of the parties will be collected 
from their deed of partnership, having regard in each 
case to what the particular interest or property is which 
would constitute the goodwill. Some of the language of 
Lord Justice Bramwell, perhaps, goes a little further ; 
but we do not apprehend that the case altogether is an 
authority adverse to Lord Westbury’s decision in Hall 
v. Barrows (12 W. R. 322, 4 De G. J. & 8. 150); and 
we do not suppose the doctrine to be impugned that, in 
the absence of a contrary agreement, goodwill is for this 
particular purpose to be taken account of as an item in 
the property or effects of a partnership, where the 
character of the joint undertaking is such as to admit 
of a distinct thing of value coming under that head. 

The case, however, pointedly indicates the difficulty 
which affects any general rules upon this subject. That 
difficulty lies in the uncertainty of the thing ** goodwill.” 
The word is generally considered to refer to two things, 
the advantage of continuing the established business in 
its old place, and of continuing it under the old style or 
name. In some cases the matter is simple enough. In 
selling a public-house, which is the familiar instance, 
the fact that the house has already been used for the 
trade gives it a distinctly enhanced value for the pur- 
pose of custom ; and so does the fact that it is known 
by a particular sign. In this case the name to which a 
goodwill attaches is not the name of the previous dealer, 
but a mere fancy name or trade-mark. The whole 
goodwill together is incident to the place, and in 
fact is commonly called “the goodwill of the pre- 
mises.” This is never dealt with, and could not 
be dealt with, apart from the premises. But when 
a business enjoys custom independently, or in a great 
measure independently, of its local habitation, and 
when it is known bya personal designation and not 
a mere fancy name, the difficulties upon the iaw of 
goodwill begin. The thing of value is the use of the 
name applied to the same business in the same district 
or circle of operations. It may be doubted whether the 
term covers anything more than this ; whether, for in- 
stance, it could include any definite parts of the property 
or assets of a business—even trade-marks belonging to 
the business—other than the style or firm of the business 
itself. 

With respect to the righi to the name, several points 
have been decided. It has been held to survive upon 
the death of a partner. This law was approved in 
a case where one partner's interest in goodwill (apart 
from the stock and premises) was specifically bequeathed 
to a legatee (Robertson v. Quiddington, 28 Beav. 529). 
Lord Romilly there said that the surviving partner was 
entitled to the name of the firm, so that it could not be 
sold. The decision, however, may rest on other grounds; 
and in a case of goodwill consisting of a business name 
and of distinct value, we are compelled to suppose that 
this right of survivorship would not apply when the 
business and assets were sold; and the question follows 
(as in the case of a dissolution, to be presently adverted 
to) whether, where there is the right to compel a sale of 
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the assets, this does not include the exclusive enjoyment 
of the business name. 

Upon a dissolution and division of assets it has been 
‘held that the right to the name belongs (in the absence 
-of special agreement) to each partner separately. If 
the business and its property is sold, the partners, it 
‘would seem, lose their right, for the right to the name 
is part of the property of the business as an entirety. 
There may be some doubt, however, whether, wherever 
@ partner is entitled to compel a sale of the assets and 
‘business, he can call for a sale of the exclusive right to 
euse the firm name. It is difficult on principle to see 
why he should not. Independently of this point, the 
Jaw on the question seems to stand exactly as it was 
stated by Lord Romilly in Banks v. Gibson (34 Beav. at 
p. 569):—** The name or style of the firm . ... . 
was an asset of the partnership, and if the whole con- 
cern and the goodwill of a business had been sold, the 
name, as a trade-mark, would have been sold with it. 
If, by arrangement, one partner takes the whole con- 
cern, there must be a valuation of the whole, including 
the name or style of the firm. But if the partners 
merely divide the other partnership assets, then each is 
at liberty to use the name just as he did before.” 

Levy v. Walker (27 W. R. 370, L. R. 10 Oh. D. 436) 
‘seems to us, in the first place, to confirm the doctrine 
that a sale of the business and assets upon a dissolution 
-earries the right (to the exclusion of all the partners) to 
‘use the name. ‘The trade-name,” says Lord Justice 
James, ‘“‘ was the name of the business, and that busi- 
ness was sold.” But the case is of more striking im- 
portance in regard tothe other ground of decision which 
‘was taken by all the judges. Mr. Justice Lindley, 
‘in his book, devotes some observations to the apparent 
reason to be found for a retiring partner object- 
‘ing to his name remaining in the style of the busi- 
‘ness from the consideration that it may involve him in 
risk. Levy v. Walker shows that a party raising this 
objection will be required to make out that it has sub- 
-stantial validity. The Master of the Rolls discounte- 
nanced the dictum of Lord Cairns that a man may, by 
virtue of some right of property in his name, restrain 
another from using it. Lord Justice James pointed out 
that there is no such property, unless the name can ba 
set up.as a trade-mark, which is the footing upon 
which the style or firm of a business is protected. 
We collect from the view taken by the members 
-of the Court of Appeal of this subject, which 
has extensive ramifications, that too much caution 
‘cannot be used in acting upon decisions of the 
-class of which Routh v. Webster (10 Beav. 561) is an 
example, where, upon a motion to restrain directors of a 
‘company from using the plaintiff's name without 
authority in a prospectus, Lord Langdale is reported to 
have used warm language:—‘‘ What! are they (the 
-directors) to be allowed to use the name of any person 
they please, representing him as responsible in their 
speculations, and to involve him in all sorts of liabilities, 
and are they then to be allowed to escape the conse-' 
-quences by saying they had done it by inadvertence ? 
Certainly not.” 
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In the course of a recent case before the Exchequer Divi- 
‘sion at Westminster, Mr. Baron Huddleston said he had 
made up his mind not to grant any more appeals in 
county court matters, except in very tianaileuat circum- 
stances. 

In a case of Learoyd v. Emmens, before the Court of 
Appeal at Westminster, on the 23rd inst., Lord Justice 
Bramwell said that he wished the bar and the public to 
understand that where the judge who tried the cause, and 
who, therefore, had the opportunity of observing the de- 
meanour of the witnesses and of judging of the amount of 
-credit properly to be given to them, had pronounced the 
verdict to be unsatisfactory, it would require an exceedingly 
strong case to justify the conrt in disregarding the opinion 
-of the learned judge. 





THE DOCTRINE OF FLETCHER v. RYLANDS 


Tus case of Bow v. Jubb (27 W. R, 415, L. R. 4 Ex. D. 
76) is one of a very interesting and difficult class, The 
class might be termed, by way of a compendious designa- 
tion, ‘‘ sic utere tuo’’ cases, from the fact that it is with 
respect to them that an ancient and solemn impostor, 
the maxim commencing wlth these words, most fre- 
quently comes to the front. The case of Bow v. Jubb 
was as follows:—The defendants possessed a reservoir 
with sluices connected with a main drain or watercourse 
from which the reservoir was supplied, and with sluices 
by which the surplus water was returned into this drain 
at a lower level. The combined effect of the emptying 
of a reservoir belonging to a third person upon the 
defendants’ premises, and of an obstruction in the drain 
below them, was to force water through the sluices into 
the defendants’ reservoir, and so cause an overflow thence 
on the plaintiff's land. In an action for damage occa- 
sioned thereby, it was shown that the defendants had no 
control over the main drain or the other reservoir, and no 
knowledge of the circumstance that caused the overflow, 
and that the sluices were maintained so as to prevent 
everflow under ordinary circumstances. It was held that 
the defendants were not liable. 

This case to some extent resembles that of Nicholle v. 
Marsland (23 W. R. 693, L. R. 10 Ex. 255), as to which 
upon a previous occasion we made some remarks, The 
contention of the plaintiffs in both cases was an attempt 
to carry the doctrine of Fletcher v. Rylands (L. R.3 H. L. 
330) a step further. In both cases it was held that the 
doctrine of Fletcher v. Rylands was not applicable. The 
result tends to show that some of the expressions used in 
the judgment of Mr. Justice Blackburn in Fletcher v. 
Rylands in the Exchequer Chamber, and adopted in the 
House of Lords (expressions which have become house- 
hold words, if the term is admissible, in the law courts 
with regard to cases of this nature), may be applied so 
as to have too wide a bearing if taken apart from the 
facts to which in that case they related. It is necessary 
to state shortly the facts of Fletcher v. Rylands in order 
to make what we have to say intelligible. In that case 
A. was the lessee of certain mines; B. was the owner of 
amill. B. desired to construct a reservoir, and employed 
competent persons—an engineer and a contractor—to 
construct it. A. had worked his mines up toa spot where 
there were certain old passages of disused mines; these 
passages were connected with vertical shafts which com- 
municated with the land above, and which had also been 
out of use for years and were apparently filled with marl 
and the earth of the surrounding land. When the 
water was introduced into the reservoir it broke through 
some of the shafts, flowed through the old passages, and 
flooded A.’s mine. It was held that A. was entitled to 
recover damages from B. in respect of this injury. In 
the House of Lords it was taken that the engineer and 
contractor had been guilty of negligence; but the decision 
in the case does not seem to have turned on that, but on 
the principles enunciated ‘by Mr. Justice Blackburn in 
the Exchequer Chamber. In the Court of Exchequer a 
good deal of the judgment had turned on the distinction 
between trespass and case, and the necessity of negligence 
to form a cause of action when the damage was not caused 
by anactin itself wrongful. But Mr. Justice Blackburn put 
the case on broader grounds. He said, ‘* We think the 
true rule of law is that the person who, for his own pur- 
poses, brings on his lands and collects and keeps there 
anything likely to do mischief if it escapes, must keep it 
in at his peril; and if he does not do so is prima facie 
answerable for all the damage which is the natural con- 
sequence of its escape. He can excuse himself by 
showing that the escape was owing to the plaintiff's 
default, or, perhaps, that the escape was the con- 
sequence of vis major, or the act of God; but as 
nothing of the sort exists here, it is unnecessary to 
inquire what excuse would be sufficient. The general 
rule as above stated seems on principle just. The person 
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whose grass or corn is eaten down by the escaping cattle 
of his neighbour, or whose mine is flooded by the water 
from his neighbour's reservoir, or whose cellar is invaded 
by the filth of his neighbours privy, or whose habitation 
is made unhealthy by the fumes and noisome vapours of 
his neighbour's alkali works, is damnified without any 
fault of his own; and it seems but reasonable and just 
that the neighbour who has brought something on his 
property which was not naturally then harmful to 
others, so long as it is confined to his property, but 
which he knows will be mischievous if it gets on his 
neighbour’s, should be obliged to make good the damage 
which ensues if he does not succeed in confining it to his 
property. But for his act in bringing it there, no mis- 
chief could have accrued, and it seems but just that he 
should at his peril keep it there so that no mischief may 
accrue, or answer for the natural and anticipated conse- 
quence, And upon authority, this, we think, is established 
to be the law, whether the things so brought be beasts, 
or water, or filth, or stenches.” 

The doctrine thus enunciated with regard to the 
liabilities of a person in respect of dangerous matters 
brought by him on to his own land must be understood 
as subject to certain limitations, and, broad and clear as 
the principle seems, there is somewhat of difficulty about 
it when tested by reason. To begin with, it is clear 
that certain exceptions must be made—such, for instance, 
as those that would come under the head of exception 
suggested by Lord Blackburn himself—viz., cases where 
the act of God was the immediate cause of the 
release of the dangerous matter. Nicholls v. Marsland 
comes under this exception. Again, cases where the 
damage is caused by the wrongful act of a third party 
may be exceptions. Lord Justice Bramwell suggested 
in Nicholis v. Marsland the case of damage done by 
water in a cistern in which a mischievous boy 
bored a hole. The ground upon which Fletcher 
v. Rylands is put in Lord Justice Bramwell’s 
judgment in Nicholls v.. Marsland is this: he says, 
“ Then the defendant poured the water into the plaintiff's 
mine. He did not know he was doing so, but he did it 
as much as though he had poured it into an open 
channel which led to the mine, without knowing it. 
Here the defendant merely brought it to a place whence 
another agent let it loose.” Similarly, Lord Justice 
Mellish in the same case in the Court of Appeal, com- 
menting upon Fletcher v. Rylands, says, ‘‘ It, indeed, 
the damages were occasioned by the act of the party 
without more, as when a man accumulates water on 
his own land, but, owing to the peculiar nature or con- 
dition of the soil, the water escapes and does damage to 
his neighbour, the case of Fletcher v. Rylands estab- 
lishes that he must be held liable. But the present 
case is distinguished from that of Fletcher v. Rylands 
in this, that it is not the act of the defendant in keeping 
this reservoir—an act in itcelf lawful—which alone leads 
to the escape of the water and so renders wrongful that 
which but for such escape would not have been wrong- 
ful.” 

The effect of the cases would, thus far, seem to be 
that where a person’s act in altering the natural state 
of things on his land directly injures another's property, 
he is responsible. We mean by direct injury one which 
is the consequence of the act in the necessary course of 
things, and without the intervention of any but ordinary 
causes. When the injury is not immediate, but other 
causes intervene, the intervention of which is extraordi- 
nary, the damage is too remote—it is not the direct 
natural consequence of the act done. We see consider- 
able difficulty, asa matter of reason apart from the deci- 
sions, in determining the true principle which ought to 
govern these cases. Apart from the existence of any 
negligence, we must confess to having felt considerable 
difficulty with regard to the decision in Fletcher v. Ry- 
lands, though we know that that decision has always 
been considered as one of the greatest authority. A 
man makes a reservoir on what, ex hypothesi, so far as 
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he knows, he is entitled to suppose to be solid ground, 
and by reason of the existence of artificial sub- 
terraneous channels, the water finds its way into 
a neighbouring mine-owner’s mine. The maker of the 
reservoir is held responsible, because, though there was 
nothing prima@ facie unlawful in his act, he brought 
something on to his land which was not there before, 
and without any fresh intervening cause of an extraor- 
dinary nature, but in the natural and necessary course 
of things, as the land then existed, it escaped on to his 
neighbour’s land and did damage. It is to be observed 
that it is not as if the passages through which the water 
escaped were natural passages; they were artificial, 
Somebody had already altered the natural state of things, 
So that it would seem to come to this: if a man makes 
a reservoir, and afterwards the mine-owner mines, and 
the water escapes by reason of his workings into his mine, 
clearly no action will lie. But if the mine-owner is first 
in the field, and makes his workings first, then the sur- 
face owner cannot make his reservoir if the water would 
escape into the workings of the mine without compen- 
sating the mine-owner, even though he did not know, 
and had no reason to think, that there was any possi- 
bility of damage. This isa strikiag instance of the truth 
of the philosophical theory that assigus the origin of 
property to the fact of priority of occupation. 

We come to the conclusion that Fletcher v. Rylands 
must be sound law, though not without some reluctance 
and difficulty. The truth is it is an instance in which 
of two parties equally innocent of negligence or inten- 
tion to trespass on the other’s property one must suffer, 
and it is, perhaps, not wonderful that it should be 
difficult to ascertain which it is to be. It seems inevit- 
able in the nature of things that the lawful use by one 
landowner of hia property should limit to some extent 
the power of the adjoining owner to do that which per 
se would be lawful with his property. This is in the 
nature of a reward to the earlier application of industry 
and enterprise, and so it is for the public benefit that it 
should be so. Unless the law were so, there would be 
no security for the results of enterprise and industry. 
But granting this, and allowing that those who alter the 
existing state of things must be liable to the extent to 
which the decision in Fletcher v. Rylands applies, it 
may be said, Why introduce the qualifications applied 
in the cases of Nicholls v. Marsland and Box v. Jubb ? 
It may be argued that a man who takes upon himself to 
alter the existing state of things must be responsible for 
all the consequences, even though connected with his 
act by an unusual cause or causes intervening. A man, 
for instance, makes a very extensive reservoir; an extra- 
ordinary flood eomes. If the reservoir had not existed 
no damage whatever might have happened to his neigh- 
bour, but the combined result of the reservoir and the 
flood is that the neighbour’s house is thrown down. 
Why, in natural justice, should not the maker of the 
reservoir be as much responsible in this case as the 
defendant in Fletcher v. Rylands? The answer 
would seem to be that if a man uses due skill and dili- 
gence and reasonable caution, he is entitled to alter the 
natural state of things if he does not thereby directly 
and necessarily injure his neighbour’s property, even 
although the result may, by reason of the intervention of 
an unusual cause, prove disastrous to his neighbour; and 
the reasonable ground for his being entitled to do so is 
that otherwise the beneficial use of property and the 
development of its value by enterprise and industry 
would be unduly restricted. If a landowner could not 
alter the natural state of things and construct anything 
without incurring the risk of liability for .any damages 
occasioned by the unlawful act of a third person, or the 
unusual operation of the forces of nature in connection 
with such altered state of things, there are few altera- 
wee of an extensive nature that a landlord could safely 
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Recent Decisions. 


ADVANCEMENT. 
(Bennet v. Bennet, 27 W. R. 573, L. R. 10 Ch. D. 474.) 


In Sayre v. Hughes (16 W. R. 662, L. R. 5 Eq. 376) 
Vice-Chancellor Stuart held that the presumption of 
an intention to benefit a child, on a purchase or 
transfer into the name of the child, is the same 
between mother and child as between father and 
child. He said it was not easy to understand why a 
mother should be presumed to be less disposed to benefit 
her child in a transaction of that kind than a father. 
But the basis of the doctrine of advancement is not 
parental affection but parental obligation. The ques- 
tion is, Was the person who paid the purchase-money, 
or transferred the property, under a moral duty to 
provide for the person in whose name the purchase was 
made or into whose name the property was transferred ? 
If so, the intention to provide for him will be implied. 
A father is always Onder such a moral duty; and from 
the mere fact of his relationship the intention to ad- 
vance will be implied. But the present case shows 
that no such moral obligation is recognized by 
the court in the case of the mother; in order to 
raise the presumption of an intention to benefit 
it must be shown, in her case, as in that of third persons, 
that she had undertaken the obligations of a person in 
doco parentis. There is this difference, however, between 
her case and that of a stranger—that in her case much 
slighter evidence will be sufficient to show that she 
had undertaken these obligations. 








Cases of tite dUeek. 


Aprgat—Lenetu or Norice—Orver 1x WINDING UP 
oF Company—Orp. 58, RR. 4, 9,15.—In a case of In re 
The West of England and South Wales Bank, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 23rd inst., notice had been given 
of an appeal from an order made by Fry, J., in the course of 
the winding up of the bank, as to the right of a contributory 
to set off a debt due to him from the bank against cails made 
-on bim in the winding up. The notice given was a four day 
notice, and tlie officer of the court refused to set down the 
appeal, on the ground that the notice ought to have been a 
fourteen days’ notice. The matter was then mentioned to the 
court (James, Brett and Cotton, L.JJ.), who held that the 
officer was right. They said that, though, by rule 9 of order 
58, notice of the appeal must be given within the same time 
as notice of appeal from an interlocutory order—t.e., within 
twenty-one days—yet the order was a tinal judgment, and 
therefore, by rule 4, the notice must be a fourteen days’ 
notice. 





Service oF Writ—ApmiraLty AcTION IN Rem—Sae 
or SuHip—Mongy 1N Covrt—Service ON ReGisTRAR— 
‘Orv. 19, nr. 6—OrD. 9, R. 18.—The case of Vaughan v. The 
Owners of the Cassiopeia, which we noted last week (ante, p. 
584), was mentioned again to the Court of Appeal on the 
26th inst., the registrar having raised a difficulty as to the 
drawing up of the judgment. It wiil be remembered that 
the court decided that, the ship having been sold in another 
action after the original writ in this action had been served, 
and the proceeds of sale having been paid into court, it was 
sufficient to serve the amended writ on the registrar of the 
Admiralty Division, and, it being stated that the writ had 
‘been so served, the court gave judgment for the plain- 
tiffs in default of appearance of the defeudants. It 
afterwards appeared that the only way in which the registrar 
had been served with the amended writ was by the delivery 
of that writ to his junior clerk for the purpose of its 
being filed, and that no intimation was made that this was 
intended as a service of the writ. Moreover, the writ was 
not indorsed with the date of service, as is required by rule 
13 of order 9. The court (James, Brett, and Cotton, L.JJ.), 
held that the writ ought to have been formally served upon 





the registrar in the same way as if served on a party to an 
action, and that the date of service ought to have been 
indorsed. 

Costs—Lanps Cravses Act—Monry parp into Court 
IN RESPECT OF LAND AND OTHER MAaTrERS—PROPORTIONATE 
PaymMent—Form oF Ornper.—In a case of Leek v. Leek, 
before the Master of the Rolls on the 24th inst., a question 
arose as to the proper form of order to be made as to the 
costs payable where property had been taken under the 
Lands Clauses Act, and the purchase-money paid into court 
in the suit, and where other property in the same suit had 
been also sold and the purchuse-money paid inte court, 
and where it was proposed to reinvest in land, not only 
tbe money paid in under the Act, but also a portion of the 
other moneys paid in. The petition asked that the persons 
taking the land compulsorily might be ordered to pay the 
costs as provided by the 80th section of the Lands Clauses 
Act, except so far as such costs had been increased by ex- 
tending the application to the money standing to the credit 
of the cause, and arising from money not taken ander the 
Act. Several cases were referred to as to the proper form of 
order, and eventually the Master of the Rolls made an order 
: to costs in the same form as In re Branmer’s Estate, 14 

ur. 236. 





Contrract—Orrer BY LeTTER—ACCEPTANCE BY LETTER 
—SpeciFic PERFoRMANCE.—In a case of Hattersley v. Carlisle, 
before the Master of the Rolls on the 27th inst., a question 
arose whether there had been a sufficient acceptance of an 
offer for the sale of real estate under the following ciroum- 
stances :—The plaintiff and defendant resided about two 
miles apart, and on the 2nd of September, 1878, they met 
at the defendant’s house, and he then and there wrote to the 
plaintiff an offer in the form of a letter for the sale of certain 
real estate. The offer was to be subject to acceptance 
within fourteen days. On the 16th of September the plaintiff 
sent a letter by post to the defendant accepting the offer, but 
this letter was not delivered to the defendant until the 17th, 
after the expiration of the fourteen days. The defence was 
that the acceptance should have been communicated to the 
defendant within the fourteen days, and this not having 
been done there was no binding coutract. The contention - 
was that the acceptance should have been sent by messenger 
or delivered personally to the defendant. The Master of the 
Rolls was of opinion that the acceptance was perfectly good. 
The circumstances of the offer being in the form of a letter, and 
the parties residing in neighbouring towns, showed that it was 
an implied term of the contract that the acceptance might 
be by letter, and such acceptance having been posted before 
the expiration of the fourteen days constituted a binding 
contract, and the plaintiff was entitled to specific performance, 
with costs. 





Practice—NoricE or TriaL BEFORE JuDGE—NOTICE BY 
DEFENDANT oF TRIAL By JunY—RuteEs oF Court, 1875, 
ORD. 36, BR. 3, 26.—In a case of Sovereign Life Assurance 
Company v. Dent, before the Master of the Rolls on the 
23rd inst., a motion was made by the plaintiff that, not- 
withstanding the notice of trial by a jury given by the de- 
fendant, the action might be tried by his lordship without 
ajary. It appeared that the sole issue involved in the ac- 
tion was whether a policy of life assurance had been ob- 
tained by the fraud of the defendant, it being alleged 
that at the time the policy was issued he had not 
disclosed that he was addicted to intemperate habits. 
The action was by the company to set aside the 
policy, and there was a counter-claim by the defend- 
ant that the plaintiffs might be ordered to accept the 
premiums, and for damages for slander of title by them. 
The very same issue had been tried before Bacon, V.C., in 
an action on two other policies, also issued by the 
plaintiffs, when the Vice-Chancellor had decided agaiust 
the present defendant. The plaintiff company had 
now given notice of trial before the jadge, and the 
defendant, within the four days limited by ord. 36, 
r. 3, gave an informal notice, which was held by the Master 
of the Rolls to be sufficient, to have the case tried by a jury. 
The plaintiffs’ contention was that, as the matter had 
already heard by a judge, it would be improper to send the 
same issue to be tried by a jury. The Master of the Rolls 
anid that he saw no reason to exercise the discretion given 
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to him by ord. 36, r. 26, to deprive the defendant of his 
legal right to go toa jury. The plaintiffs had had several 
ways open to them of deciding this issue ia the former action, 
but they had not chosen to avail thimselves thereof, and he 
did not see why the defendant, who thought he had a better 
chance with a jury, should be deprived of his right, under 
role 3, to prescribe such mode of trial. The issue was 
purely one of fact ; there was no law or complexity, and 
therefore it was an issue that could be easily tried by a 
jury. There was, moreover, no affidavit on the part of the 
plaintiffs showing that a trial by jury was inexpedient, and 
therefore, having regard to all the circumstances, he thought 
the motion unfounded, and must be refused. The costs to 
be the defendant’s in any event. 





PRACTICE—PAYMENT ovuT OF CouRT OF PARLIAMENTARY 
Derositr—Ixnquiny As To LANDowNERS.—Jn the Matter of 
The Brewood Railway Company a petition was, on the 23rd 
inst, before Vice-Chancellor Hall, praying for the payment 
out of court to the promoters of moneys deposited in 
accordance with the eotieneniny Standing Orders. The 
undertaking of the company had been abandoned under the 
provisions of a special Act, which contained the usual clause, 
as required by the standing orders, for the application of the 
deposit moneys in compensation of the landowners, or other 
persons, whose property or interests might have been inter- 
fered with by the abandonment of the proposed railway, or in 
connection therewith, Counsel for the petitioners read an 
affidavit of the secretary of the company, which proved that 
no notices to treat had been issued, and that the powers of 
the company had in no way been exercised, and he asked 
that the usual inquiry and advertisements as to landowners 
and other claimants for compensation might be dispensed 
with, referring for authority to an unreported case of In re 
The Kent and Essex Railway Company. The registrar of 
the day, Mr. Teesdale, stated that the Court of Appeal had 
refused a similar application in Jn re The Freshwater 
Railway Company ; and in the result his lordship refused to 
make any other than the usual order, directing the ordinary 
inquiry and advertisements. 





SuHERIFF—Orper Nisi oN SHERIFF TO MAKE RETURN To 
Writ—Costs acamst Saerirr.—A motion before Vice- 
Chancellor Hail, on the 27th inst., in an administration action 
of Hall v. Ley, raised the question of the power of the court 
to grant costs against the sheriff. On January 23, in the 
present year, the defendant had obtained an order against 
the plaintiff for the payment of the costs of an abandoned 
motion, and on February 27 the taxing master had issued 
his certificate. Default having been made in payment of 
the amount of taxed costs, a writ of jfieri facias issued at 
the instance of the defendant to compel payment, and was 
forwarded to the under-sheriff of Surrey for execution. The 
sheriff having made no retura to the writ in spite of repeated 
applications to him, the defendant, on April 2, obtained the 
usual order of course that he should make his return forth- 
with. This order was not obeyed, and, on Apri) 23, counsel 
moved ez parte on behaif of the defendant, for an order nisi 
on the sheriff to make his return within six dsys after 
notice, or that, in default, he should stand commi:ted, and 
he further asked that he should be ordered to pay the costs 
of the order of April 2 as well as the costs of the present 
application. Counsel was unable on that occasion to cite 
any authority for giving costs against the sherif, and the 
Vice-Chancellor, after consulting with the registrar of the 
day, while making the order nisi, refused to give costs as 
asked. The application was, however, renewed on the 27th 
inst, when counsel cited a case of Evans v. Davies (7 Beav. 21), 
and also referred to Daniell’s Chancery Practice, 5th ed. p. 
394, and his lordship made the order against the sheriff con- 
demning him in the costs of bota applications ss asked, 
subject to an affidavit being produced to the registrar 
proving the facts of the case down to the date of the present 
application. 





Giese Lanp--Cost or Erection oF Burtp1ncs—Money 
in Court—EvipEnce.—In a case of Fx parte The Rector of 
Holyweil-cum-Needingworth, before Fry, J., sitting for 
Malins, V.C., on May 16, the rector of a parish in the 


county of Huntingdon applied by petition under the Ely, 
Hoddenham, and Sutton Railway Extension Act, 1876, and 





the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845,. with the consent 
of the Bishop of the Diocese of Ely, and of the patroness of 
the living, and on the authority of Hx parte Rector of Shiptom 
(19 W. R. 549), and Eze parte Rector of Samston (L. RK. 1 
Ch. D. 477), for the sum of £100 to be raised out of a sum 
of £250 paid into court by a railway company, by way of 
purchase-money for glebe land taken by them for the purpose 
of their undertaking, and expended in defraying the cost of 
erecting certain buildings on a farm forming part of the glebe 
land. The land taken by the company had not included any 
buildings. At the previous hearing on March 27 (ante, p. 
444) affidavits were produced by the rector, by the surveyor, 
and the architect to the effect that the erection of the 
buildings had beer insisted upon by the tenant of the farm 
before he would take the lease, and that it was absolutely 
necessary ; but his lordship then held that, before the order 
could be made, evidence must be produced to show that the 
buildings formed a permanent improvement, and also as to 
the extent to which the value of the property had been 
increased by the erection of them. An affidavit was now 
produced by the surveyor in which he stated that he had been 
requested by the rector to inspect the farm on which the 
buildings were subsequently erected, and to report whether 
it was absolutely necessary that a certain shed and pig-styes 
should be erected on the farm, what would be cost of the 
erection, and whether the value of the farm would be per- 
manently increased by their erection ; that he had inspected 
the farm and found that it was absolutely necessary that a 
shed and pig-styes should be erected, and that the cost of 
erection would be £75 and £25 respectively; and that he 
formed the opinion that the value of the farm would be 
permanently increased by their erection ; that the buildings 
had been erected at a cost of £100, and that he had sub- 
sequently inspected them; and he said that they were well 
and substantially built of brick, wood, and tiles, and that 
the value of the farm had, by the erection of such buildings, 
been permanently increased to the extent of adding £30 to 
the rental ; and he further said that he was informed that the 
rector had previously been unable to let the farm owing to 
the insufficiency of the out-buildiugs, but since their erection 
he had been enabled to let the farm ata rental far beyond 
the rental obtained from the previous tenant. On this 
affidavit being read, his lordship made the order prayed 
for. P 





Obituarp. 


UR. FRANCIS TOWERS STREETEN. 


Mr. Francis Towers Streeten, barrister, recorder of 
Worcester, died at his residence, 10, Park-road, Haverstock- 
hill, on the 21st inst. Mr, Streeten was the son of the late 
Mr. John Streeten, of Kempsey, Worcestershire. He was 
called to the bar at Gray’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1836, 
and had practised for over forty years on the Oxford 
Circuit andat the Gloucestershire and Worcestershire Sessions. 
He had « good criminal business on circuit and in quarter 
sessions appe Mr. Streeten was the common law editor 
of the Law Journal reports, and one of the revising barristers 
for Staffordshire. He had been recorder of the city of 
Worcester since 1865, and he was elected a bencher of the 
Society of Gray’s-inn in 1875. His death was wholly unex- 
pected. He had suffered from an attack of rheumatism for 
about a week, but he was, however, engaged in business at 
chambers on the 21st inst., but died suddenly atter returning 
home. Mr. Streeten’s death has caused great sorrow to a 
large number of professional friends. He was well known 
at South Hampstead as a liberal supporter of the St. Savi- 
our’s National Schools and other local charities, and he was 
also an active member of the Hampstead Committee of the 
Charity Organization Society. 





MR. GEORGE MOORE. 


Mr. George Moore, solicitor, of Warwick and Leaming- 
ton, died at bis residence, Myton, Warwick, on the 16th 
inst. Mr. Moore was born in 1805, was admitted a solici- 
tor in 1830, and a few years later commenced to practise 
at Warwick and Leamington in partnership with Mr. 
Samuel William Haynes. Ata later date they were joined 
by their sons, Mr. Heary Shekell Haynes (now of Romford), 
and Mr. Francis Robertson Moore. On the death of Mr. 
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Hayner, senior, in 1871, Mr. Moore was elected coroner 
for Warwick, and clerk to the borough magistrates, and 
held both offices until his death. He was a commissioner 
for oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature, and a per- 
petual commissioner for Warwickshire, and had a good 
private business. He was buried at the Warwick Cemetery 
on the 21st inst., in the presence of a large number of pro- 
feesional and other friends. The borough magistrates have 
addressed a letter of condolence to the widow and family 
of the deceased. 








Appointutents, Ete. 


Mr. James Armstrono, Chief Justice of St. Lucia, has 
been created a Companion of the Order of St. Michael and St. 
George. The Chief Justice was born in 1820, and was 
called to the bar at Quebec in 1844, and became a Queen’s 
Counsel for Lower Canada in 1867. He has been Chief 
Justice of the Island of St. Lucia and Judge of the Vice- 
Admiralty Court since 1871. 


Mr. Joun Burton Boycott, solicitor, of Chapel-en-le- 
Frith (of the firm of Bennett, Boycott, and Orme), has been 
appointed Clerk to the Chapel-en-le-Frith Board of Guar- 
dians, Assessment Committee, Rural Sanitary Authority, 
and School Attendance Committee, and Superintendent 
Registrar for the district, in succession to Mr. William 
Bennett, deceased. 


Mr. Cuarres Coxtins, solicitor, of Reading, has been 
appointed aCommissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Gzorce WaLpote Leake, Q.C., has been appointed 
to act as Attorney-General of Western Australia, during 
the absence of Mr. Henry Hicks Hocking. Mr. Leake was 
appointed a Queen’s Counsel for the colony in 1874, and he 
also holds the office of Crown Solicitor. 


Mr. Francis Ropertson Moors, solicitor, of Warwick 
and Leamington, has been elected Clerk to the Borough 
Magistrates at Warwick, in the place of his father, the 
late Mr. George Moore. Mr. F. R. Moore was admitted a 
solicitor in 1864, 


Mr. Frank Witi1aM Reynokps, solicitor, of 12, Furni- 
val’s-inn, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Atrrep Marries SHakp, solicitor, of Epworth, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Rospert Jamegs Sisson, solicitor, proctor, and notary, 
has been appointed a Magistrate for Fiintsbire. Mr. Sisson 
was admitted a solicitor in 1844, and practised till recently 
at St. Asapb, Abergell, Colwyn, Mostyn, and Rhyl in part- 
nership with Mr. Oliver George. He is registrar of the 
diocese of St. Asaph, and registrar of the district probate 
registry, and he has lately resigned the offices of clerk to 
the county magistrates, and registrar of the St. Asaph and 
Rhyl County Conrta. 


Mr. Epwarp Francis Turner, solicitor (of the firm of 
Hacon & Turner), of 18, Fenchurch-street, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Sir Witiram Youne, Chief Justice of Nova Scotia, has 
been sworn in to administer the Government of that Province 
during the absence of the Lieutenant-Governor, Mr. Adams 
George Archibald. Sir William Young is the son of Mr. 
John Young, of Falkirk. He was born in 1799, and was 
educated at the University of Glasgow. He was called tothe 
bar at Halifax in 1826. and was made a Queen's Counsel for 
the colony in 1848. He was appointed Speaker of the House 
of Assembly in 1843, Attorney-General in 1854, President of 
the Council in 1859, and Chief Justice of Nova Scotia in 
1864. He received the honour of knighthood in 1869. 





On the 22nd inst., in the House of Commons, in answer 
to Mr. Dillwyn, Mr. Cross said that the Lord Chancellor 
would be very glad to introduce a Bill toamend the Lunacy 
Lawe, but he was waiting till some progress had been made 
in the measures already before the House. 





Huciceties. 


LONDON LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


A joint meeting of the Law Students’ Debating Society and 
the United Law Students’ Society was held in the lecture 
hall at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on Tuesday 
evening, the 27th inst., Mr. C. Swiofen Eady, LL.D., in 
the chair. The question was, ‘‘ Ought the rights and privi- 
leges of landowners to be curtailed?” Mr. A. H. Spokes 
and Mr, J. S. Rubinstein, of the United Law Students’ 
Society, supported the affirmative, and Mr. J. W. Mills and 
Mr. W. R. Lloyd Jones, of the Law Students’ Debating 
Society, opposed. The debate being then open, Mr. Moyle, 
Mr. Napier, and Mr. Parsons spoke in the affirmative, and 
Mr. Van Sommer in the negative. The opener replied, and 
the chairman put the question to the meeting, which by the 
lateness of the hour was much reduced in nambers, when 
the decision was nine votes in support of the question, to ten 
against; majority for the negative, one. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


This society held its 645th meeting on Tuesday evening 
last, the 27th inst., in the library of the Birmingham Law 
Society, Mr. E. B. Rawlings in the chair. The moot point 
for discussion was, “Is the rule in Shelley's case applicable 
to perscnal estate?”—Smith v. Butcher (27 W. R. 281, L. 
R. 10 Ch. Div. 118), Comfort v. Brown (27 W. R. 226, L. R. 
10 Ch. Div. 146), and cases there cited. Mr. Plant opened 
the debate in the affirmative, and was supported by Messrs. 
Kemp, O’Connor, and Taylor. Mr. Crockford opposed in 
the negative, and was supported by Messrs. Cross, Cutler, 
and Samuel. After an impartial summing-up by the chair- 
man, on the point being put to the meeting, a large majority 
of votes was given in favour of the negative. A vote of 
thanks to the chairman concluded the meeting. 





BIRMINGHAM LAW SOCIETY. 


The committee of this society has issued the following 
report on the Bankruptcy Bill as brought into the House of 
Commons. The object of this Bill is to remedy the admitted 
defects of the Act of 1869, especially those arising out of the 
operation of the liquidation clauses (sections 125and126). The 
advantages of the clauses have in practice been found to be 
all on the side of the debtor, because creditors are generally 
apathetic and disunited, and therefore do not avail them- 
selves of the powers given to them, and so the debtor is 
enabled to file his petition when and where it suits him best ; 
to appoint his own nominee receiver (who afterwards in the 
great majority of cases, becomes trustee), and to carry his own 
terms at the meeting by means of proxies. The trustee so 
appointed is subject to no sufficient control either as to his 
charges, or the disposition of the moneys in his hands, The 
remedies provided by the Bill are that an officer of the 
court shal] be the receiver in all cases where the assets do 
not exceed £2,000, and may be in every case unless the 
creditors decide the contrary. The trustee is not to be 
appointed by the creditors, but by the committee of inspec- 
tion, and the evils of proxies are sought to be mitigated by 
requiring that special resolutions are to be signed by @ 
given majority of all the creditors who have proved, and 
not as now, by those present at the meeting only. The 
trustee’s renumeration is to be according to the scale fixed 
by the Bill, and he is to be bound in all cases to render his 
accounts to the comptroller, as now in bankruptcy, and to 
pay all moneys remaining in his hands after three years into 
court, (section 159). 

These are undoubted improvements, but we cennot but 
express our regret that they are accompanied by what we 
consider an unnecessary number of forms and meetings. A 
deb:or unable to pay bis debts has still a choice of the modes 
in which be will allow his creditors to share a them 
what is really their property and not his. He can either try 
to carry a deed of arrangement under part 2 of the Bill, or, 
before or after that, he can present a petition, under which 
there is first, a provisional order, and then one meeting to 
decide whether there shall be an adjudication in bankruptcy, 
and if not, then there is another meeting to decide on an 
arrangement, If the first or second meeting results in bank- 
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ruptey, there is a meeting for final examination. We are of 
opinion that no arrangement between a debtor and his cre- 
ditors should be allowed, unless and until the debtor has fist 
submitted hims+]f to the jurisdiction of the court. We con- 
tend that the true idea of a bankruptcy court is that it isa 
domestic furum with chiefly administrative functions, in order 
to supply such official assistance to creditors as is necessary 
to protect and administer what is really their own property, 
but unfortunately under the contro] of their debtor. This 
idea has been partially realized by the separation in 1869 of 
the clauses relating to offences from the Bankruptcy 
Act, and the relegation of them to the ordinary criminal 
tribunals. 

If we are correct in this view it seems to us that the pro- 
cedure under such a system ought to be reduced to the follow- 
ing, a8 the only necessary formalities :— 

1, A petition to the court giving it jurisdiction, which may 
be called by any name, but the consequences of which should 
be, when presented by the debtor—(a) To transfer all the 
debtor’s property and right of disposition to the official 
trustee, and therefore (+) to restrain, by notice merely, all 
proceedings by individual creditors, 

[The furnishing a complete list of assets and liabilities 
should be made a condition of allowing a debtor to seek the 
protection of the court. If the petition is presented by a 
creditor the same consequences should follow on proof of the 
eréditor's debt and some act of bankruptcy.] 

2. There should then be a meeting of creditors called, and 
thet meeting should decide in what way the debtor and his 
property are to be dealt with, and any ‘‘arrangement ” 
should be required to be completed by the assent of a 
majority in number representing three-fourths in value of 
the whole of the creditors. 

3. If no such arrangement is made, the debtor is then to 
bein bankruptcy, aud so styled, and must apply to the 
court for his discharge, with the consent of a given proportion 
of his creditors. 

Some such scheme as this would continue to creditors the 

wers of arrangement and administration given to them by 
the Act of 1869, and would at the same time bring official 
contro] to bear on what are the two weak points of the 
present system. ‘The one point is the withdrawal of the 
control which the debtor now has over his property through 
a friendly receiver or trustee, by vesting it in the official 
trustee. The successful working of the measure very much 
depends on the manner in which these officers perform their 
duties. A proper person, having constant access to, and 
controlled by an able and experienced judge, such as we 
havein the Birmingham County Court, will, in a little time, 
command the entire confidence of creditors. His powers of 
taking possession will, however, require to be exercised with 
great judgment and discretion, or otherwise there will be a 
renewal of the well-founded complaints of the ‘‘ messengers 
bills” under the Act of 1849. The true remedy, we think, 
will be found in making and enforcing very stringent provi- 
sions against 4 debtor dealing with his property. In France 
a debtor is required to filea correct inventory of his property, 
and any unauthorized disposition of it is a criminal offence. 
Provision should be made either in the Act or by rules and 
orders, for the cases where it is necessary to appoint a 
“manager” of a business, who must necessarily be a 
specially qualified person. The other point is the control 
given to the creditors over the debtor's discharge. In these 
two particulars the official control provided for by the Bill 
will, we think, prove most benefi-ial. ; 

We feel bound to add that the other additional forms and 
meetings provided by the Bill, whilst they will add nothing 
to the real powers either of the court or the creditors, will 
make bankruptcy administration more complex and costly 
than it now is, and in less than seven years’ time will provoke 
the complaint that, if the measure has decreased the charges 
of accountants (which it is by no means certain that it will), 
it has increased those of the solicitors. 

We therefore desire, before suggesting amendments in 
particular clauses, to reiterate strongly our opinion that the 
more elaborate scheme of the Bill onght to be cut down to 
the three steps we have before detailed, and that, unless this 
be done, the number of meetings and applications to the 
court, which the Bill now provides for, will greatly add to 
the necessary legal costs of bankruptcy proceedings. 

After these preliminary remarks we now confine ourselves 
to the clauses of the Bill. 

Clause 3, page 1.—The commencement of the Act should 
be the 1st of January, 1880, in order that the rules and 





orders may be carefully prepared and published. Although 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, did not come into operation until 
the 1st of January, 1870, the rules and orders were not 
published when it came into operation. 

Clause 4, line 25.—As traders are sometimes entitled to 
real estate in foreign countries, why should real property in 
the United Kingdom only be included ? 

Clause 4, page 2, line 38. —*“ Trader.”—We are of opinion 
that the present distinction between traders and non-traders 
is productive of more mischief than benefit, and should be 
abolished. 

Clause 5, line 7.—To obviate a difficulty which has 
arisen under this clause in the present Act, the first words 
of the section should be altered so as to read ‘‘ A oreditor- 
or two or more several creditors, if the debt owing to such 
creditor or creditors, &c.”’ This (coupled with the inter- 
pretation clause, page 2, line 34) would make it clear that 
a firm might be one of several creditors whose united debts 
made up £50, 

Clause 5, section 5.—Subject to our observations on 
clauses 108 and 111, we entirely approve of a sale, under 
an execution of whatever amount, being an act of bank- 
ruptey, and of the abolition of the distinction between 
executions under and above £50. We are also of opinion 
that it would be politio to extend this provision to non- 
traders, 

Clanse 5, sections 6 and 7.—We think that every usefal 
purpose of section 6 would be better attained by addirg in 
sub-section 7 after the word ‘‘his” in line 23, the words: 
“concurrently with or subsequent to the time of service 
of the writ or summons in the same action.” We also 
submit that the words inthe 24th line “ by leave of the 
London Bankruptcy Court” should be altered to ‘‘by 
leave of the court.” 

In line 43, page 4, the words “ growing due” are not to 
be found in section 6 of the Act of 1869 noted in the 
margin, and are no donbt inserted to overrale the case of Er 
parte Sturt (L. R. 18 Eq. 309), and to restore the former 
practice. We suggest it would be better to alter the words 
“ growing due” into “due whether presently payable or 
not.” 

Clause 10.—Oar opinion on the probable operation of 
this section has already been stated in our preliminary 
remarks, The section requires supplemeuting in two- 
points—-(1) a provision in the Act itself making it unlawful 
for the debtor to dispose of any part of his property after 
the provisional order ; and (2) carefully drawn rules for the- 
prevention of what was left to be a serious evil under the 
Act of 1849, viz., messengers’ bills, and providing for the 
business of a trader being carried on where it ia shown to 
be advisable. 

Clause 11.—As a matter of practice it will be found im-. 
possible in any but the smallest class of cases for a debtor to- 
file such list as is prescribed by this section in any very 
short time. The original limit of four days has been altered 
to a time to be prescribed by rules and orders, For the 
same reason unless a debtor has begun to prepare it for some 
time before he files his petition, he will, as a matter of 
course, have to apply for further time beyond the three- 
days provided by the latter part of the section. In the 
majority of cases where the debts exceed £2,000, where a. 
debtor is forced by pressure to file his petition, it takes 
three days to get a complete list of creditors, and the addi-- 
tional particulars which the section requires can seldom be: 
prepared in less than fourteen days. The first list should 
be a list of the creditors as at present, and the full particu-- 
lars required by the section should be furnished at least two- 
days before the meeting. : 

Clause 12.—For the reasons given in the last precedin 
paragraph, this section, unless confined to a mere list o 
creditors, will be found to be unworkable. ; 

Clause 14.—We think the excellent intention of this 


clause would be better carried into effect by the adoptiun of 


the words of section 163 of the Companies Act, 1862. 
What is wanted to save cost is that, as soon as the debtor's. 
property is placed under the control of the court, no creditor 
Shall be permitted to pursue his individual remedy without 
the sanction of the court, and that a mere notice of the 
provisional order (or of the appointment of a receiver with-- 
out any restraining order) shall render it unlawful on his 
part to do so. ad 
Clause 17.—The provision that the court shal/, within 
four days from the making of the provisional order, call a 
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meeting by advertisement in the Gazette seems inconsistent 
with the provision in section 7, giving the debtor seven 
days to appeal against it. The section should be amended 
so as to allow the notices to creditors (as at present) to be 
prepared by the debtor or his solicitor, and simply certified 
and sent out by the court. In line 20 of this section, 
i ad the words “or persons” should be 
added. 

Clause 17, section 4.—This section is not in the terms 
of the Scotch Act referred to in the margin, and the phrase 
“ under discount,” would appear to exclude the case of a 
merchant or manufacturer taking a bill bearing several 
indorsements in payment for goods. It is submitted he 
would still be able to prove for the whole amount on the 
estate of the drawer, or any of the indorsees. If so, they 
would be in a better position, because he has given money’s 
worth for the bill, than a banker or bill broker, who gives 
the money itself. It is suggested that the words ‘‘ under 
discount” should be omitted. 

Clauses 19 and 21.—There is good reason to fear that 
sll the evils of the present system of liquidation by ar- 
rangement will re-appear in the working of these provi- 
sions. Under section 19, a resolution of a bare majority 
of the creditors present at the first meeting may stay the 
bankruptcy proceedings, and approve of a deed of arrange- 
ment then executed or thereafter to be executed ; and, al- 
though section 24 provides that such a deed must be con- 
sented to by a majority in number representing three- 
fourths in valoe, practical men know the great advantage 
it will be toa debtor asking for these consents, if he is 
able to state that a meeting of creditors has approved of 
the deed. If he can only secure a friendly meeting his 
object is attained, and the deed will of course provide for 
the release of the debtor, and there is no restriction as to 
the amount of the composition (because it is outside the 
operation of section 27) nor any provision for security. If 
the debtor does not succeed at the first meeting he has 
another chance at the second meeting, under section 21, 
of getting the deed agreed to, for, although he has 
nominally to get a majority in number representing three- 
fourths in value to assent to the resolation, he will have 
no more difficulty than under section 19, if he gets the votes 
at the meeting. We note with satisfaction the additions 
which the Lords Committee have made to this clause 
(lines 14 to 34), giving the court a judicial power 
as to the discharge instead of the merely ministerial 
function of issning it as originally provided. The clause 
should be further strengthened by the same addition to the 
words “on proof being furnished to the court,’’ as we have 
suggested in section 21. 

Clause 24, section 7.—It should be provided by rules and 
orders that every form of assent should state shortly the 
nature and effect of the deed, so that each creditor may know 
to what he is assenting. 

Clause 28.—A few words are wanted to be added to the 
first sentence of this section, such as for instance after the 
word “deed” the words ‘‘ when not preceded by a provis- 
ional order,” in order that where a deed follows a provisional 
order the act of bankruptcy shall relate back to the order, 
and not merely to the date of the deed. 

Clause 30.—The court should have power to restrain 
proceedings independently of the power of appointing 
receiver and manager; if not a practice will grow up of 
appointing accountants to be receivers and managers under 
deeds as they now are under petitions for liquidation. 

Clause 36.—The proviso at the end of this section will 
operate as a powerful inducement to fraudulent debtors to 
resort to a deed of arrangement, because they thereby 


- Obtain a protection which they do not get under bank- 


Truptey. 

Clause 39.—Why should there be an interval of three 
months between the last examination and application for 
discharge ? As the clause stands, the application, if made 
within two years, must be concurred in by a certain propor- 
tion of the creditors, and, therefore, the creditors cannot be 
taken by surprise. 

Clause 39.—‘‘On proof being furnished to the court by 
any creditor” should be supplemented by some words 
enabling the court to take official notice of the “facts” 
mentioned in sub-sections (a) and (4), if and when they 
appear in the bankrupt’s accounts or examination. 

40.—Why should not the discharge free the bank- 
rpt from Crown debts ? 





Clause 42, section 5,—The corresponding clause (15) of 
the Act of 1869, comprised only debts due to the bankra 
in the course of his trade or business. This clause exten 
it to all debts due or growing due, on which phase we have 
already commented, so that debentures and other similar 
securities would be now made liable to the doctrine of re- 
puted ownership. Qw.: also as to policies of assurance. 

Clause 60 and following clauses of part 5.—From the 
language of some of these clauses they wou!d seem appli- 
cable to deeds of arrangement and others not. It should 
be made clear which of them do, and which do not apply. 


Clause 70.—The one year allowed by this clause for the 
payment of moneys and filing accounts under a deed of 
arrangement is far too long. In all small estates three 
months is quite sufficient, po we suggest the insertion in 
line 36, after the words “ expiration of,” the words ** three 
months, unless, on application to the court, the time be ex- 
tended, and at latest at the expiration of one yer.” 

Clause 76.—This clause does not adequately provide for 
the frequently recurring difficulty of a trader having his 
principal place of business in one country district, and 
branches in other country districts and in London. 


Clause 80.—We are strongly of opinion that for the pur- 
poses of securing uniformity of administration in bank- 
Tup'cy proceedings, the Chief Judge in bankruptcy 
should be able to devote all his time and attention to bank- 
ruptcy. 

Clause 86.—Much delay and inconvenience will arise in 
country districts if contested applications for a provisional 
order cannot be heard before the registrar. Orders will be 
often contested to gain time. 

Clause 108.—T his clause is no doubt logically consistent 
with the fifth clause, but the inconvenience which would 
result to plaintiffs in county courtactions for small amounts 
of being obliged to wait four weeks before they could obtain 
the proceeds of an execution, render it necessary to restrict 
this clause to executions where the amount to be levied for 
debt and cost exceed £20. For this class of cases would 
not practically affect clause 5, because such small debtors 
seldom owe enough to any one, two, or even three creditors 
to make up the requisite petitioning creditor's debt, As 
so amended we think the clause should not be restricted to 
traders. 

Clause 111.—To make this clause consistent with clause 
108, as proposed to be amended, £20 should be substituted 
for £50. 

Clause 113.—For the purpose of this section it should be 
provided that the books of account and papers of the debtor, 
which would be admissible against him in any civil action 
against him, shall in like manner be admissible ia evidence 
in any proceeding against the preferred creditor. 

Clause 132.—It is presumed it is not the intention of this 
section to come into operation where the registrar presides 
in his dwn court, and if this be so, after the words “ at any 
place” in the 4th line, the words “other than his own 
court ” should be inserted. 

Clause 152.—A summary power should be given to the 
official assignee or registrar to recover the undistributed 
property in the hands of the trustee. This section should 
be extended to apply to unclosed estates, or section 153 
should be made to apply. 

Clause 159.—The persons to be appointed by the Lord 
Chancellor under this saction to get in undistributed estates, 
should be authorized to require payment of any balances of 
closed estates, and to require an account of the pay- 
ment of any balance appearing on any such account of 
unclosed estates. 

With respect to the scale of remuneration of trustees, a 
firm of accountants in Birmingham, much engaged in 
liquidation business, has courteously furnished us with 
the following comparative statement of a trustee’s costs 
under the present system, as compared with the proposed 
scale. For this purpose they have taken twenty-six cases, 
all under £2,000, just as they occurred in a particular year 
without any selection. 


init Allowed under present pw nnyerque 

x proposed scale, 

£ s. d. & «. d. 

A—£150 Half Debts 57 0 12 2 6 
B.—£360 Stock, £200 45 0 0 2210 O 
C.—£105 1410 0 314 0 
D.—£1,890 Stock, £1,760 6212 9 63 5 0 
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‘adi Aliowed under present WM wealt 
, proposed scale. 
£ 8s. d. £ 8. d. 
E.—£540 Stock, £380 58 0 0 2410 0 
F.—£650 Stock, £400 75 0 0 40 0 0 
G.—£532 Furniture, £525 55 0 0 2010 0 
H.—£360 Stock, £245 40 0 0 19 0 0 
1.—£56 10 0 0 300 
J.—£1,200 78 0 0 59 10 0 
K.—£425 Stock, £400 19 0 0 17 5 0 
L.—£70 Stock, £80 No remuneration 410 0 
received. 
M.—£207 | Stock, £142 35 0 «0 13 0 0 
N.—£280 45 0 0 19 0 0 
0.—£174 36 0 0 14 00 
P.—£31 No remuneration 200 
received. 
Q.— £40 21 00 200 
R.—£260 61 0 0 1610 0 
8.—£41 No Estate. 200 
T.—£190 34 0 0 14400 
U.—£40 No Estate, say 20 0 
V.—£80 20 0 Osay 56 00 
W.— £80 14 00 5 0 0 
X.—£65 No Estate. 210 0 
Y.—£220 Property, £150 45 0 Osay 15 0 0 
Debts, £70 
Z.—£53 Property, £53 1515 0 20 0 
£854 17 9 £392 16 6 





Average .. ove £32 0 0 £15 0 0 


It is, however, necessary to notice that the calculations 
of the amounts receivable on the proposed scale are made on 
the following basis, as applied to an estate, say of £1,000, 
supposing the estate consisted in equal portions of stock and 
debts :— 

£ 8. d. 


For the collection of debts amounting to £500 .. .. 15 0 0 

» sale of Stock, &c., amounting to £500 .. .. 1210 0 
» commission on dividend (say £800 dividend) 16 0 0 
>» examination ofaccounts .. .. .. « .« 14 0 O 


£57 10 0 


Here, however, an important question occurs : whether, 
in case of the sale of debtor’s stock by tender, the trustee 
is entitled to the further allowance at line 15 of p. 63 of 
the Bill. On the literal construction of the section it 
would seem that he is ; and, therefore, in case of a sale by 
tender of the debtor’s stock, there would have to be added 
to the before stated amount of-— 

£57 10 0 


Commission at £4 per cent. on £400, and £3 10s, 
on £100 .. oe oe 06 oo «o 1910 0 





Thus raising the trustee’s remuneration, on an 
estate of £1,000, to on a a -- £77 0 0 


Supposing, again, the total estate to be £2,000, consisting 
in equal portions of stock (sold by tender) and debts, the 
result would be as follows :— 


£ s. d. 

For collection of debts of £1,000 .. oe - 25 0 0 
» Ssaleofstock  .. oe oe ee +» 1710 0 
» dividend, say of £1,600.. oo oe 26 0 0 
»» examination of accounts 240 0 


3» Sale, by tender,on £1,000 .. .. ..37 0 0 


£129 10 0 


The unsatisfactory point in the scale is the trustee’s re- 
muneration for the sale of that part of the debtor’s property 
whick does not consist of debts. The collection of debts 
he will do himself, but all the work incident to the sale of 
the debtor’s real or personal property will be done by the 
solicitor or auctioneer. If there isa sale of real property the 
solicitor will prepare the agreement (if sold privately), or 
the conditions, if sold by auction, and all the business con- 
nected with the transfer. If the property be stock-in-trade 
and sold by tender, the solicitor will prepare the conditions 
and advertisements. Where an auctioneer is employed he 
will of course receive his remuneration according to the 
present bankruptcy scale for doing the very work for which 
the trustee also receives his commission. 

In almost every case some ground will be found for ap- 
plication for allowance for special work, which then, as 
now, will greatly increase the statutory allowances. 





Heqal Pews. 


** A Solicitor ” writes to the Zimes to complain that “the 
supremacy of equity is not yet acknowledged in the Inland 


Revenue Department; law, with its red tape and routine, 


holds undisputed sway. If, after probate has been granted, 
further assets come in and the probate duty has to be increased, 
but the executor has a claim forreturn on the ground cf debts, 
he must first make an affidavit and pay the additional duty, 
and subsequently make a further affidavit to reduce it again. 
The officials are very obliging, but state they are precluded by 
law from allowing the whole business to be transacted by 
one affidavit.” 


On Saturday last at the Westminster Police Court, Heber 
Sternberg, managing clerk, was charged with stealing one 
sovercign, the money of his employer, Mr. Thomas Duerdin 
Dutton, solicitor, of 40, Churton-street, Belgrave-road. It 
appeared from the opening of Mr. Datton and the evidence 
of his clerk and cashier, Mr. Charnock, that the prisoner, as. 
managing clerk, had unlimited confidence reposed in him,. 


and was allowed to draw any money he desired for business. 
purposes, accounting to Mr. Charnock on slips of paper of 


the expenditure, His salary was a good one, with allow- 
ances and perquisites; and although he had been discovered 
on five occasions robbing his master he had been forgiven, 
but at length dismissed, and it was then discovered that 
such a wholesale system of fraud had been carried on that a 
prosecution was absolutely necessary, and the prisoner was 
consequently charged with “ constructive larceny ” of various 
sums of money. For instance, he bad charged 3s. for draw- 
ing up an “order” in a suit which had never been drawn up 
at all; in August last he charged £2 for setting down a 
chancery suit which he had not set down at all, and again 
at the end of September repeated the charges. He had 
issued a writ on the “higher scale,” kept it on that scale 
for a little while, then brought it in the ‘‘ lower scale,” but 
still continued to charge on the higher. He had also 
charged 20s. for drawing up an order, whereas the office 
stamp was only a 10s. one; for another, which bore a 3s. 
stamp, he had charged £1, and in two actions alone he had 
charged for twenty summonses and orders which had never 
been issued or drawn up. He had also charged for a disso- 
lution of partnership order which never existed, and when. 
apprehended by Sergeant Clough, of the B division, a letter 
was found in his pocket which had been sent by Mr. Dutton 
to prisoner’s employer, Mr. Cosadge, solicitor, of Clifford’s- 
inn, complaining of his bad conduct, but which had been 
intercepted and opened. The full extent of the frauds had 
not been ascertained, but it was feared they were very large. 
Mr. D’Eyncourt remanded the prisoner, and refused to admit 
him to bail. 


At the Lambeth Police Court on Tuesday, Alfred Henry 
May, solicitor, giving his address, 7, Chancery-lane, was 
brought up on a warrant before Mr. Chance, charged with 
unlawfully and designedly, by false pretences, obtaining of 
Walter Home Fallagar £15, with intent to defraud.—Mr. 
Fellagar, solicitor, residing in Itenfrew-road, Kennington- 
lane, stated that on March 10 last, in consequence of ill- 
health, he was obliged to have someone to conduct bis busi- 
ness. After some conversation with the prisoner, who 
called, prosecutor consented that he should act for him. 
He was told to keep an exact account of what he received 
and what he paid away. Prosecutor told prisoner also 
that he would find all money necessary to carry on special 
business, Prosecutor was engaged in a case tried at the 
Middlesex Sessions, in which Mr. Besley and Mr. Metcalfe 
were to appear for his clients. A cheque for £20 was given 
to the prisoner, out of which he was to pay counsels’ fees. 
On April 23, prisoner said he wanted more money for the 
case, a8 he had expended the £20. Upon the faith of the 


prisoner’s representations that he had paid Mr. Besley sevem 


guineas and two guineas, and Mr. Metcalfe four guineas and 
one guinea, that there had been several consultations, and 
that he had been obliged to prepare a second indictment 
and pay counsel in the matter, the prosecutor gave him 
another cheque for £15. Prosecutor afterwards ascertained 


that the briefs had been marked for less than stated, that: 
there had been no consultations, and that no second indict-. 


ment had been prepared or counsel paid on it. He after- 


wards questioned the prisoner, and he said he had spent the- 
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money. Prosecutor told him he should expect the money 
returned to him. The prisoner said it was a matter for 
arrangement ; and when asked about all the money he had 
taken for prosecutor in the office, he remarked that that was 
a matter of account.—The defendant said he should be pre- 
pared with a complete answer to the charge.—Mr. Chance 
ordered a femand for further evidence.—Mr. Fullagar 
strongly opposed bail, anless of a very substantial character. 
—Mr. Chance said he would accept two in £200 each, with 
twenty-four hours’ notice to the police.—The prisoner was 
removed in custody. 





High Court of Hustice, 


QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Before Cockzurn, C.J., and Menor, J.) 
May 26.—Nicholson v. The Incorporated Law Society. 


This was an action by a solicitor against the Incorporated 
Law Society, for not giving him a certificate, and an 
application was now made on the part of the society to 
stay the action as frivolous and vexatious. It appeared 
that the solicitor had ceased to practise and take ont his 
certificate, but on the 26th of November, 1872, he applied 
to be re-admitted to practise, and Mr. Justice Lush, upon 
his ex parte application, ordered that he should receive 
a certificate. On the plaintiff applying for his certificate he 
was informed that an application would be made to rescind 
the order ; and theIncorporated Law Society took outa sum- 
mons to rescind the order, and on the 3rd of July, 1873, Mr. 
Justice Denman directed the order to be set aside. On the 
80th of June, 1876, the solicitor applied to the Master of 
the Rolls, who ordered that a certificate should be granted 
to the solicitor on condition of his paying the duty 
for the five years that had elapsed. In May, 1876, 
the solicitor brought two actions against Mr. S. Day and 
Mr. Wade Gery, solicitors, of St. Neots, for damages 
** for wrongfully depriving plaintiff of his certificate 
to practise as a solicitor.” he two actions were con- 
solidated and tried together before Mr. Justice Grove on the 
5th, 6th, and 7th of November, 1877, when the jury found 
in favour of the defendants in both actions, the costs being 
taxed at £240, which, it was alleged, had not been paid. 
In June, 1878, the solicitor brought an action against Mr. 
Williamson, the secretary of the society, for ‘* wrongfully 
depriving plaintiff of his certificate to practise asa solicitor.” 
This action was tried before Lord Coleridge at the Bedford 
Assizes (ante, p. 235), and the plaintiff was nonsuited. The 
costs of that action were taxed at £155 3s. 8d., and these also, 
it was alleged, had not been paid. Then the present action 
was brought, in which it was complained that the society, 
after the original order, had refused to give the plaintiff his 
certificate. The statement of claim had been delivered, and 
the society, before pleading, applied to stay the action as 
frivolous and vexatious, on the twofold ground that the 
action could not be maintained at all, or if at all, only 
for nomioal damages, and that the cause of action was sub- 
stantially the same as in the former actions, in which the 
costs had not been paid. 

W. Murray, for the society, ia support of the application, 
urged that no action lay for non-obedience to a judge's 
order, and that, accordingly, the Solicitors Act made pro- 
vision for a remedy in any case of error by an application to 
a judge of the court or the Master of the Rolls, and in this 
very case such an application had resulted in redress ; and, 
further, even if an action could ever be maintained, it 
could not be maintained after the order had been set aside, 
and here the order of Mr. Justice Lush to reinstate the 
Plaintiff had been set aside a few weeks after it was 
made and had ceased to exist, so that it could not be the 
foundation of an action, or, at all events, only for nominal 

ages. 

Vesey Fitzgerald, on the part of the plaintiff, urged 
that if the action was maintainabie at all it could not 
be stopped in this way, and that the action was main- 
tainable for withholding the certificate during the time 
which elapsed before the order to reinstate the plaintiff 
was set aside. 


Murray, in reply, urged that when an order was set 





aside it ceased to exist altogether, and was destroyed ab 
initio. 

Cocxsurn, C.J.—I think this rule must be made absolate. 
I own that I should have been better satisfied myself if the 
ground upon which Mr. Marray takes his stand or founds 
his present application had been taken in the shape of a plea, 
showing the order of my brother Lush for non-com- 
pliance with which this action is brought, or upon which at 
all events the right of action was founded, and that the 
rescinding of that order by Mr. Justice Denman’s order had 
been set out in the plea, and then there had been a demurrer to 
that plea ; because the matter, I think, would have been then 
before as in a more complete form. But, although that is not 
the ease, yet I think the present application comes within 
the principle upon which this eourt acted in Dawkins 
v. The Prinee of Saxe-Weimar (24 W. R. 670), which 
is this: when the court sees that an action cannot 
possibly be maintained, cannot be proceeded with for 
any useful purpose, it is competent for the court to 
interfere summarily and put a stop to it. Now, I think it is. 
impessible not to see that this is an action which is not onl 
frivolous in its character, but one which cannot be enaiebiieall 
It is true that the plaintiff, Mr. Nicholson, obtained the order- 
on which he founds his present right of action from my 
brother Lush, and that upon that order he was entitled to 
have his certificate granted by the Registrar of Solicitors, on 
whose bebalf Mr. Williamson, as their servant, was acting; 
but it is equally certain that the order of my brother Lush 
was in due course set aside by the order of Mr. Justice Den- 
map, and from that moment the order of Mr. Justice Lush 
became a nullity, and no right of action can be founded upon- 
it. If the present action were allowed to go on, and the 
plaintiff produced an order of my brother Lush, that order 
would be immedictely annulled by the production of the 
order of Mr. Justice Denman ; and to show that in the in- 
terval a right of action existed, isto my mind—we quite agree 
with Mr. Murray—altogether fallacious, because the effect of 
the rescinding of the order is to annul it, and to annul it as 
though it never had had any existence; it repeals it from the 
commencement, and it would be available for no possible 
purpose as establishing a right—a right which could only- 
have existed in the interval between the making of the order 
and its rescission. Therefore, this action cannot be main- 
tained, and even if it could it isa vexatious action—an action 
in which nothing but nominal damages could, on the facts of 
the case as they have been brought to our knowledge, possibly 
be recovered. I do not say, however, that that would be a 
reason for staying proceedings if it stood alone. A man may 
be entitled to go on, though he can obtain nothing but 
nominal damages. Here I found my decision on the ground 
that the action is not maintainable. It is founded entirely 
upon an order, which order was in due course rescinded and 
became as inefficient as if it had never been in existence at 
all. This case comes within the principle of Dawkins v. 
The Prince of Saxe-Weimar, and therefore the rule must be 
made absolute. 

Mettor, J.—I am of the sameopinion. This certaialy is: 
a case in which the plaintiff has already had, as I understand, 
one or two unsuccessful shots, and has put the parties to 
considerable expense by what turned out to be unfounded 
actions. That alone might not be sufficient to stay the 
action, but it might be a ground for staying an action until 
the costs of one or other of those actions had been paid. But 
I agree with my lord in this case, Ot course, if it had ap- 
peared upon the pleadings it would have been much 
more satisfactory ; but I think we ought not to put the 
parties, when it is confessed that the plaintiff is not a person 
able to pay the costs, to the expense, and I do, not know 
why we should allow when we see clearly—I quite agree 
that we ought to see clearly, otherwise we ought not to 
interfere—that this claim is entirely founded on disobedience 
to an order of my brother Lush, which was eet aside, I think 
we should be allowing the process of the court to be used 
somewhat vexatiously if now we put them to the expense 
of farther pleadings in order to raise that point which could 
not be raised more clearly than it is now before us as a matter 
of fact. Therefore, I agree that the rule ought to be made. 
absolute. 
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Leqislattow of the Weck. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
MAY 23.—ROYAL COMMISSION. 

The Royal assent was given by Commission to the following 
Bills, —Registration of Births, Deaths, and Marriages (Army), 
an Act to declare the true meaning of section 30 of the 
Friendly Societies Act, 1875,Assessed Rates, Bankers’ Books 
Evidence, Petty Customs Abolition, Poor Law Amendment, 
Oyster and Mussel Fisheries Order Confirmation, Drainage 
and Improvement of Lands Supplemental (Ireland) Act, 
General Police and Improvement (Scotland) Act (1862), 
Order Confirmation (Paisley), General Police and Improve- 
ment (Scotland) Act, 1862, Order Confirmation (Inverness), 
Land Drainage Supplemental, Public Health (Scot- 
land) Act, 1867, Order Confirmation (Castle Douglas), 

Government Boards Provisional Orders Con- 
firmation (Ashton-under-Lyne, &c.), Dover and Deal 
Railway, Grand Junction Waterworks, North and 
South Woolwich Subway, Ecclesiastical Commissioners 
(Croydon), Bury St. Edmund’s Gas, Nottingham Water- 
works, New River Company, Weymouth and Melcombe 
Regis Bridge, Brewood and Wolverhampton Railway 
(Abandonment), Chester Cemetery (Extension), Burnt 
Fen District, Forth Bridge Railway, Llandudno Improve- 
ment, Whitby Port and Harbour, Norwich Union Fire 
Insurance Societies, Westgate and Birchington Water, Sid- 
mouth Railway, Leeds Corporation, South Dublin Railway 
(Abandonment), Portsmouth Waterworks, St. Bartholomew’s 
Hospital and Brasenose College, Pemberton Local Board 
Water, Rathkeale and Newcastle Junction Railway, South 
Western and Brighton Railway Companies (Steam 
Vessels), Gosport Street Tramways, Lewes Cattle Market, 
London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway (Various 
Powers), Severn Bridge and Forest of Dean Central Rail- 
way, Sleaford Water, Vicars’ Patent (Liverpool), Bir- 
mingham Corporation Water, Manchester Corporation 
Waterworks, Tipton Local Board, Brighton and Hove 
Gas, Glasgow Corporation Waterworks Amendment, St. 
Pancras Loans, and Ryder Richardson’s Estate. 


BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Brtis.—Southend Water, Hundred of Hoo 
Railway, Caledonian Railway, Great Northern Railway, 
Millwall Dock, Great Northern and Great Eastern Railway 
Companies, Great Southern and Western Railway. 

Cuitpren’s DancErous PERFORMANCES. 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Britts.—Sharpness New Docks, Gloucester and 
Birmingham Navigation Company, Treferig Valley Railway, 
Glossop Gas. 


MAY 26.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Bitts.—Birmingham Gas, Arlecdon and Friz- 
ington Water, Nelson Local Board, East Norfolk Railway. 
Consotipatep Funp (No 3) (also passed through the 
other stages). 


MAY 27.—ROYAL COMMISSION. 

The Royal assent was given by Commission to the follow- 
ing Bills:—Consolidated Fund (No. 3), Public Health (Scot- 
land) (1867) Act Amendment, London, Chatham, and Dover 
Railway, Cranbrook and Paddock Wood Railway, Greenock 
Railway Guaranteed Company, Lancashire County Justices. 


BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Pervate Birrs.—London and North-Western Railway 
(Additional Powers), London and North-Western Railway 
(New Railways), Midland Railway, Clare Slob Land Recla- 
mation Extension, Yarmouth and North Norfolk (Light) 
Railway, Houghton-le-Spring District Gas. 

Prosecution oF OFFENCES. 


BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
DisqvauiricaTion BY Mepicat Revier, 


BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Bitt.—Goldsmid Estate. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
MAY 22.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Costs Taxation (Hovsz or Commons). 





BILLS IN COMMITTEE. 

Loca Government (Poor Law) Provisronat Orpers. 
Locan GoveRNMENT ProvistonaL Orpers (AXMINSTER 
Union, &c.). Locat Government (Hicuways) Pro- 
VistionaL Orvers (Buckincuam, &c.). 

BILLS READ A THIRD TIME, 

Private Biiis.—Bridport Railway, Colchester Water, 
Crystal Palace District Gas, Didcot, Newbury, and South- 
ampton Junction Railway, Glasgow Municipal, Great Eastern 
Railway, Greenock Railway Guaranteed Company, London 
Bridge, Mirfield Gas, Nottingham Corporation, Southwark 
and Deptford Tramways, and Taff Vale Railway. 


MAY 23.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
JupICATURE Acts AMENDMENT. 


BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Costs Taxation (House or Commons), 
; BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Birts.—Berry’s Estate, Blackburn Improvement, 
Brentford and Isleworth Tramways, East Cornwall Mineral 
Railway, Edinburgh Municipal and Police, Leadenhall 
Market and Improvements, North Staffordshire Railway, 
Over Darwen Corporation, St. Helen’s and District Tram- 
ways, Thames River (Prevention of Floods), Weardale and 
Shildon District Water, and South London Tramways. 
Summary Jurispiction. Trustees Acts CoNnsoLIDATION 

AND AMENDMENT. 


MAY 26.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Brirs.—Christ Church, Newgate-street (London) 
Tithes, Dublin (South) City Market, Dudley Sewage, Great 
Northern Railway (Ireland), Lilandisilio Commissioners, 
London (City) Tithes Commutation, Medway Docks, Stuck- 
gown Estate, and Upper Mersey Navigation. 
Merropouis (WHITECHAPEL AND LimeHovusE) IMPROVEMENT. 


BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Briitis.—Cardiff Corporation, Great Grimsby 
Street Tramways, Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway, Lans- 
downe-road, London and North-Western Railway (Denbigh, 
Ruthin, and Corwen Railway, Vesting), Manchester 
Suburban Tramways, Morecambe Gas, Portsmouth, South- 
sea, and Landport and Portsmouth and Cosham Street Tram- 
ways, Preston Gas, Stratford-upon-Avon Corporation and 
Local Board of Health, Wisbech Gas, Wombwell Local 
Board. 

Costs Taxation (Hovsz or Commons). 
MAY 27.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Private Bitt.—Neath and Brecon Railway. 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bitts.—Plymouth and Stonehouse Gas, Roper’s 
Estate, Birkenhead Tramways, British Fisheries Society 
(Poulteney Harbour, &c.), Downham and Stoke Ferry 
Railway, London, Chatham, and Dover Railway (Sevenoaks 
Railway Purchase), London Street Tramways, Stourbridge 
Gas, Walton-on-the-Naze and Frinton Improvement, West 
Lancashire Railway. 





“aw Stuvdent’s Sournal. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
FINAL EXAMINATION, 
April, 1879. 

At the examination of candidates for admission on the 
roll of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination 
committee recommended the following gentlemen, under the 
age of twenty-six, as being entitled to honorary distine- 
tion :— 

Edward Joseph Algar, who served his clerkship to Messrs, 
Hore, Monkhouse, & Hore, of Liverpool. 

Robert William White, who served bis clerkship to Messrs. 
Gray & Pannett, of Whitby ; and Messrs. Bell, Brodrick, & 
Gray, of London. : 

Frederick Dutton, who served his clerkship to Messrs, 
Dawes & Son, of London. 

Frederic Wood, B.A., who served his clerkship to Messrs. 
Stanley & Wasbrough, of Bristol; and Messrs. Thomas 
White & Sons, of London. 

William Frederic Sayer, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Isaac Berridge, of Oxford; and Mr. J. T. Cooke-Collis, of 
London. 
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Thomas Jesson, who served his clerkship to Messrs. Fisher 
& Cheatle, of Ashby-de-la-Zouch; and Messrs. Austen, De 
Gex, & Harding, of London. 

James Hamilton Clegg, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
John Hall, of Bolton; and Messrs. Gregory, Rowcliffe, Row- 
cliffe, & Rawle, of London. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have ac- 
cordingly awarded the following prizes of books:— 

To Mr. Algar, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
Clement’s Inn, value ten guineas, 

To Mr. White, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
Clifford’s Inn, value five guineas. 

To Mr. Dutton, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
New Inn, value five guineas. 

To Mr. Wood, Mr. Sayer, Mr. Jesson, and Mr. Clegg, 
prizes of the Incorporated Law Society, value five guineas 
each. 

The examiners have also certified that the following can- 
didates, under the age of 26, whose names are placed in 
alphabetical order, passed examinations which entitle them 
to commendation :— 

William Heory Hazard, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Thomas Hazard, of London; and Messrs. Gamlen and Son, 
of London. 

John Thompson James, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
John Webster, ef Whitehaven ; and Messrs. Helder, Roberts, 
& Gillett, of London; and Messrs. Davis & Justice, of New- 
port, Mon, 

Augustus Leverton Jessopp, who served his clerkship to 
Mr. Leverton Jessopp, of Bedford; and Messrs. Sharp & 
Ullithorne, of London. 

Stuart Metcalfe Johnson, who served his clerkship to Messrs. 
Swainson, Roper, & Son, of Lancaster; and Messrs, Brown- 
lowe & Howe, of London. 

Edward Kynder, who served his clerkship to Mr. John 
Leigh, of Manchester. 

Walter Hamilton Byng Lyall, B.A., who served his clerk- 
ship to Messrs. Johnsons, Upton, Budd, & Atkey, of London. 

The council have accordingly awarded them certificates of 
merit. 

The examination committee have further certified that 
the answers of the following candidates were highly satis- 
factory, and would have entitled them to honorary dis- 
tinction and commendation if they had not been above the 
age of twenty-six :— 

Frederick George Day, would have been entitled toa prize. 

John Moy Evans, George Henry Medlicott, and Francis 
Augustus Redfern, would have been entitled to certificates of 
merit, 

The number of candidates examined was 156; of these, 
114 passed and 42 were postponed, 

By order of the council, 
E. W. Wiit1amson, Secretary. 

Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London. 





Court Papers. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
LONDON. 
EAster Sitrine, 1879. 
LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. 
(Continued from page 589.) 


Ex 143 Forrester and Wife (H W Christmas) v N Metropolitan 
Tram Co (H C Godfray) 8J 

CP 14 Bordes (Johnson, U, B and A) v Peruvian Guano Co, limd 
(J B Batten), commisssion 8. 

CP 145 Dixon (Argles and A) v Hope (Gregory and Co), postponed 


Ex 146 Vickers and anr (W Tanner) v Bird and ors (Wilde, B, M 
and W), stayed 
Ex 147 Gardner (Randall and A) v Withernsea Pier, &c, Co (Milne, 
a 


R and M), commission 
QB 148 Prieto (J Andrews) v Chadwick and Son (8 Mayhew) 
CP 149 Dale and anr (T Cooper and Co) v Globe Marine Insurance 
0, limd (Courtenay and C), commission SJ 
B 150 Scantle (Evans and E) v Fox (Grover and ® 8J 
B 151 Bramwell (Hollams, Son and C) v Levi and Co (Ingledew, 
I and G), commission 8J 
CP 152 Berringer (W H Roberts) v-Leah (Tatham, Oblein and N) 
QB 153 Thomson and anr (Plews and Co) v Nicholson and ors (T 
Cooper and Co) 8J s 
CP 154 Preston (Parker and Co) v TheCleveland Extension Mineral 
Bad pe li, Sons and Co) 8J 7 
QB 155 C Tennant = Shephard) v Ellis, Kislingbury and 
Co (F W and H Hilbery) 


.aQ 
a) 


156 Mestetane (Parker and Co) v Bennett (Taylor, H and T)> 


157 Burrell (F Dolman) v Woolf (Stevens and H) 

158 Dervieu, Guillaumeron and Co (W F Nokes) v The Anglo- 
Portuguese Oyster Fisheries Co, limd (Parker & Co) 

159 Hay and Co (Trinders and C Hayward) v Batt and Co 
(Allin and G), petees 

160 WN itt (Fras Scott) v Holley (H Kimber and Co) 

161 Sandell and anr (W H Roberts) v Crouch (Oehme and L) 

162 Knowles and ors (W H Cannon) v Harris pra oder Co) 

163 Leech and ors (T F Barham) v Dodwell (J Mc ) ss 

164 Ingram and anr (Farnfields) v Cockle (G H Finch) 

165 Knell (Simpson and C) v Knell (J M Chamberlain) 8J 

166 Craven (G B B Norman) v Day (G E Smith) SJ 

167 sa and anr (A E Sydney) v Craig and anr (G@ H Finch) 


168 Spiers, trading, &c (Same) v Harlow (W Hicks) 
B 169 Angestad and ors (Plews, I and Co) v Knights (Parson 


and L) 

QB 170 Johannesen (Same) v Same (Same) 

QB 171 Dodson (J E Coxwell) v N Metropolitan Tram Co (HC 
Godfray) SJ ' 

Ex 172 Hall (F Cotton) v Jennings (W Millman) 

Chy 173 = — Leadbitter (In person) v Cumming (Purrier and 

m) 

Ex 174 Martin (Saffery and H) v Allen (Lumley and L) 

QB 175 Bank of Montreal (Bischoff, B, B and Co) v Truninger and 
Co (Ingle, C and H), commission SJ 

QB 176 Berlin, &c, Co, limd (Rooks and Co) v Combe and Wain- 
wright (In person) SJ 

Ex 177 Candy and Co, limd (Rooks and Co) v Eckersley (Bower and 


0 
CP 178 ser and Co (G Lockyer) v Woodward and Co (JA 


Talbot) 
QB 179 Coles and Wife (Hicklin and W) v London Tram Co, limd 
H C Godfray) SJ 
Ex 180 Bolton (Munns and L) v The Marine and General Life Ase 
surance Society (Freshfields and Co) SJ 
Ex 181 Radermacher and ors (Phelps, 8 and B) v Little (Heather 


and Son) SJ 
QB 182 oY Allingham) v Bevan and ors (Janson, Cobb and 
C : 


‘0 

Ex 183 Jardine (Buchanan and R) v Scarf (W and J Flowerand 

QB 184 Stapleton (Williamson, Hill and Co) v Great Northern 
Co (Rollit and Sens) 8J 

Ex 185 Woodruffe (H W Christmas) v Jacobs (J M Barnard 

Bx 186 Bell (Terrell and H) v Knowles (Hanbury, H and SJ 

CP 187 Abrahams (W H Lane) v Banks (Rooks and Co 

CP 188 West (R Chandler) v The Cheque Bank, limd (Nash and F) 
com 

QB 189 Rogerson and Son (Courtenay and C) v Uzielli (Waltons, B 
and W) com SJ 

CP 190 Moore (Jackson and P) v Gripper (Rooks and Co) 

CP 191 Bouffler (E F B Harston) v Levy and anr (a T Cox) SJ 

Ex 192 Hart (M Pope) v Ungar (Beard and Sons 

Ex 193 Wheatcroft (Stopher and R) v Great Northern Rail C 
(Nelson, B and N) 8J 

QB 194 Courcha (J 0 Meadows) v Sharman (Combe and W) 

Ex 195 Rogers (Newman, § and H) v North London Ry Co (Paine, 
L and Co) SJ 

CP 196 Christie (Waltons, B and W) v Noble (Harrisons) 8J 

CP 197 Dane (Patey and W) v Beveridge (H 8 Harris and G) 

C P 198 Preston (Parker and Co) v Dallas (Nash and F) SJ 

CP 199 Anglo-Portuguese Oyster Fisheries Co, limd (Same) v Gibb 
(Waltons, B and 8. 

QB 200 Hemptenmacker (Hollams, Son and C) v Walker, Bros and 
Co (Druce, Sons and J) com 8J 

CP 201 Masse (S Betteley) v Merchant Taylors Co (ST Fisher) 8J 

Q B 202 Rey and Bros (Hollams, Son and C) v Ridley, Son and 
Tully (Williamson, H and Co) SJ 

QB 203 McLean, Bros and Rigg — v Proprietors of Hay’s 
Wharf (Cattarns, J and H) SJ 

ly 204 Rumcker and Rymer (Same) vy Susman (H Mon ) 

205 Field and Wife (H W Christmas) v Brent (Arckoll, Jones 


and Co) 

C P 206 Merritt and Ashby (J Mackrell and Co) v Hobson and Sons 
(Spyer and Son) 

Ex 207 Birmingham, Dudley and District Banking Co (Hiffe, RB, I 
and () v Phelps and ors (Phelps, 8 and B) 

QB 208 O'Bryan and Wife (B Hutchinson) v Conisbee and ors (H 


Levy 
Ex 209 Askam & A Wright) v Battersby (J L Morris) 
OC P 210 Mason (Henderson and B) v Bradla’ (ares B and B) 
QB 211 Thomson and ors (Ingledew, I G) v Grant and ors 
(Hughes, Hooker and Co) com 8J 
Ex 212 Bunnett and Co, limd (Renshaw and R) v Potter and Sons. 
ior, BC and A) SJ 
CP 213 Rohmann (J Chapman and B) v Harris (R Martin) 
CP 214 Stern (T Cooper and Co) v Fenning (Waltons, B and W) 83 
QB 215 —— mae —_— and H) v Grantoff and Co ( 


ons 
Ex 216 De Laroque (H S Winnett) v Athenian Marble Co and Jones. 
(Carritt and Sons) 
CP 217 Gibbon (Stoneham and L) v Ould (Turner and Sons) 
CP 218 - and ors (Waltons, B & W) v Harris (Sole, T and Co} 
without ju 
C P 219 Argies and anr les and A) v Thomas (in person) 8J 
B 220Gordon and Co my cot and R) v Werner (M be) 
B 221 — (Rooks and Co) v Ray, secretary (Dawes and Sons} 


QB a Gants GC B Culpepper and R)v Hargraves (Lonsdale 
an 
ea C W Dommett) v Furniss (F Clift) 


X 224 Wright (L Barnett) v Wright (Scott, Jarmain and Co) 
cP 335 Kiros ( ke y Denn (Fenton and Co) 


Q Of 
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_ 226 Butherigen ‘Morley and 8) v Ashwin and Co) 
227 Drew (W Bohm) v Jay (Jones and ) 
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CP 228 Steel Bros and Co (Waltons, B and W) v Briggs and ors 
(Pritchard and Son) com 8J 
CP 229 Mackey (T W Golding) v Lovegrove (E H Parnell 
Ex 236 Deards (Champion, R and P) v Sprange (J W Heri ) SJ 
CP 231 Bailey (J R Chidley) v Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Co 
(Clarke, W and af 8J 
Ex 232 Samuel Deacon and Co (Sole, T and K) v Sprange (J W 
Heritage) SJ 
Ex 233 Biggenden (H Morris) v Dickenson (Chappell, Son and G) 
Ex 234 Watson (Murray, Hutchins and 8) v Campbell, Heatley and 
Co (Parker and Co) com 
235 Saaeee (Saffery and H) v Poupard (H W Christmas) 
236 Mapleson (J and R Gole) v Austin (F W Stokes) 
37 Smith (J Langton) v Day and anr (H W Christmas) 
238 Kayler (Stephen Scott) v Erskine (Lewis and L) 
Ex 239 = ol (H W Christmas) v North Metropolitan Tram Co 
(H C Godfray) SJ 
QB 240 British Waggon Co, limd, and Parkgate Waggon Works Co, 
limd (Bell, B and G) v Lea and Co (M Shephard) SJ 
CP 241 Mellor (Bircham and Co) v Watkin (Cunliffe, Band D) 8J 
CP 2%2The Phenix Gas Light and Coke Co (Young, J and Co) 
v Hanson and Ecclesiastical Commrs for England (Vallance 
and V ; White, B and Co) SJ 
243 Turnbull and anr (Lowless and Co) v Northcote and anr 
(Hollams, Son and C) 
244 Hemming (Harper, B and B) v Withers (W H Cannon) 
245 Edwards (Same) v Rowney (G Brown and Sons) 
246 Husband (Angell, I Terry and P) vy London Gen Omnibus 
Co (Stevens and H) 
247 Green (H W Cattlin) v Spyer (E I Sydney and Son) 
Ex 248 = and Co (W Foster) v Watts and Co (Stocken and J) 


e266 
ooo 
~~ 


Q2 aaa @ 
yw wey 


QB 249 Powis (Combe and W) v Vizick (Gregory, R and Co) 
CP 250 a ray (Radcliffe, C and M) v Wilson and anr (Carey, 
anc 


Ex 251 Element and Wife (H W Christmas) v Claydon (Pyke and 


QB 252 Kearsey, exor, &c (Kearsey, Son and H) v Rocheand Gover 
Person 

CP 253The Royal Bank of Scotland (Minet, S and H) v 
Webster (Webster and G) 

QB 254 Evans (Marson and D) v Parry (Hicklin and W) 

Ex 255 Nichols (Blake and 8) v The Consolidated Credit and 
Mortgage Corpn, limd, and ors (Bradford and H) 

CP 256 Martineau and Sons (Radcliffe, C and M) v Culliford and 
ors (Hollams, Son and C) 

QB 257 Carwardine (Wade and L) vy Workman (Hughes, H and 


Co) 

CP 258 Parker (Digby and J) v Barrell (S T Cooper) 

QB 259 Schwersee and Wife (Goldberg and L) v Gt Northern Ry Co 
(Nelson, B and Co) SJ 

Ex 260 Hall (Munns and L) v Tarbox (Pike and Son) SJ 

QB 261 Wilkinson and Co (G and W Webb) v Unwin (W Moon) 

QB 262 Pilley (Same) vy Watts, Milburn and Co (Ingledew and Co) 

QB 263 Boundy (Philbrick and C) v Freeman (G E Spencer) 

QB 264 x} = anr (8S A Rice) v Piercy and Co (C C Ellis, Mand 
so 

C P 265 McDonald (W Shearman) v Webb (A Haynes and Son) 

C P 266 Daglish (Noon and C) v London and County Banking Co 
(Stevens and H) SJ 

C P 267 Brown and anr (Ellis and C) v Watson and anr (Till- 
yard and G) 

Ex 268 Hall (Trinders and Co) v Myers (Brandons and Co) 

Ex 269 tod awe (Champion, R and P) v Duncanson (Waltons, 

an 
Ex 270 Dangerfield (Freeman and W) v Smeaton and Sons (A West) 
CP 271 nes (Stocken and J) v Nicholson (Lovell, Sons and 


) 
QB 272 Callaghan (Brook and C) v Broad (EF W and R C Mote) 
CP 273 Galbraith, Grant and Co (J M Keighley) v Wright (Torr, J 


and Co) 
CP 274 Perry (Crook and 8) v Oughton and Son (Withall and C) 
Ex 275 Russell (C F B Birchall) v Stileman and anr (In Person) 
C P 276 Gleiper (Angell, I Terry and P) v Gt Eastern Ry Co (C A 
Curwood) 8J 
CP 277 Belmonteand ors (Ashurst, M and P) v Gutschow and Ford, 
Trustees, &c (W A Crump and Son; Saunders, H and Co) 
without ju 
278 Johnson (Harper, B and B) v Potter (J M Green) 
279 Daniels (Same) v Burt (W Maynard) 
280 Nottage and anr (Neish and H) v Blakey Brothers and 
Emmott (Learoyd and Co) SJ 
Sargant and anr (Bolton, R and B) v Levick (W Morley) 8J 
Thornton, Trustee, &c (Blackford, R, K and W) v Hyman 
and anr (G M Cooke 
Smith (Allin and G) v Hibberd (Blake and 8) 
Carver (Fry and H) v Grieves (Mozley and 8) 
Roberts (Clarkes, R and Co) v Free and Hollis (Philbrick 


an 
236 Brocklesby (Ley and B) v Wilkins (J R Burne) 
287 Tuck (H Bentwinch) v North Metropolitan Tram Co (H C 


Godfray 
P 288 Learoyd (Lowless and Co) v Parker and Co (Field, R and 


Co 

x 289 Pannell (A 8 Godfray) v Trotman (T D Dutton) 
x 290 Notley (T G Bullen) v Walter (W Beck) 
P 291 Holmes (Pyke and = v Kane (G E Kaye and Co) 

292 Ramage, (Freshfield and W) v Glasbrook and anr 

(Tamplin, T and Co) 8J 

293 Thomson (F Eastwood) v Moir and Son (Lyne and H) 
294 Wing (Philbrick and C) v Dixon (Lee and G) 
295 Witney (Baker and N) v Barnardo (Nisbet, R and D) 
296 Brickley (H W Christmas) v Fairclough (Stone, M and 8) 
297 Hockley Hall and Whateley Collieries, and Brickworks, limd 
298 
299 


OQ A200 Os an6 
wo et oy 
#28 82 


Cake 4 
" 


(Wright, B and W) v Barton (Satchell and C) 
Same (Same) v Same (Same) 
Hart (C oe) v London, Brighton, and South Coast Ry 
Co (Norton, R and Co) 


Q Cnoon 
RS St se 


—_—- 





CP 300 Purssell (F W Mount) v Tadman (Tadman and B) 
Ex 301 Keith (Truefitt and G) v National India Rubber Co 
Ex 302 Beeson (Whites, R and Co) v Jacobs and anr (E J Sydney 


) 
Q B 303 The Queen (J Neal) v Mortimer (Lewis and L) 8J 
B 304 Stephens, Kendrick and Mawson (Williamson, H and Co) 
ichards, Power and Co (H H Field) com SJ 
}P 305 Shearman (in person) v Williams (Hillearys and T) 
P 306 Russell (Russell, Son and 8) v Smith (Ravenscroft and Co) 
P 307 Sage (G Lockyer) v Atwell (Stephens, L and Co) 
P 308 Sewill and ors (Henderson and B) v Stephens and anr (E 


aQaaa 


Lee) 

C P 309 Hewetson and Thexton (Shepheard and Sons) v Lamb and 
Wife (Gedge and Co; Stibbard, G and Co 

QB 310 Northumberland Steam Shipping Co, limd (H C Coote) v 
Achard (Hollams, Son and Co) SJ 

CP 311 Walker (R Charles) v Broomhead (Pattison, W and Co) 8J 

Ex 312 Brooks (Keene and M) v Aberdeen Steam Navigation Co 


(Lyne and H) 

C P 313 Garner (Beard and Sons) v Smith (G B Norman) 

Ex 314 Bailey (J R Chidley) v The Royal Aquarium and Society, 
limd (F Richardson) 8J 

Q B 315 Cazal (M Abrahams and R) v Beck and anr (E Lee) 

Ex 316 Atkins (Duffield and B) v Warner (Sewell and E) 

Q B 317 Smith and anr (W Morley) v Dunlop (J R Bailey) 

Ex 318 Tuhey (T F Allingham) v Homfray (J T Hazeldine) 

QB 319 pnp anr (Bell B and G) v Stoy and Co (Simp- 
son an 

Ex 320 Barr (A H Miller) v Cutting (Stacpoole and Son) 

Ex 321 Keates (Morgan & G) v Mercer (H J and T Child) 

QB 322 Dixon (G Terrell) v Dettma (Plunkett & L) 

QB 323 London and Yorkshire Bank, limd (Bischoff, B and Co) v 
Birkett Bros (C Harris) 

Ex 324 Bennett and anr (A H May) v Ayres (Truefitt & G) 

QB 325 — (Chapple, W and C) v Davidson (Lewis, M and. 


QB 326 Cornell and ors mega C and C) v London Tram Co and 
Clark (H C Godfray ; F W and H Hilbery) 

Ex $27 Fryer (H W Christmas) v Russell (W Jarvis and T) 

QB 328 Fand GSmith (Hollams, Son and C) v Conron and Co 
(Chappell, Son and G) 

329 Soden (EK W Taylor) v Williams and Co (C F B Birchall) 

330 Thomas < Sawbridge) v Buxton (C A Swaine) 

331 Rowe (G M Wetherfield) v Beane and anr (Young and Son) 

332 Stein (Ellis and C) v Farrar (Gold and Son) 

333 Crane (Angove) v Skinner (Starkey and Co) 

334 Burton (G H Cole) v Weller (8 A Tucker) 

Ex 335 Lacey (J Evans) v White (C A Swaine) 

Ex 336 Paget {re and B) v Judd (T Johnson) 
337 Earle (J Joseph) v Farjeon (Taylor, H and T) 

$38 Bader (C Mossop) v Gordon (G E Carpenter) 

339 Crowe (W G Payne) v Hughes and James (Bellamy, 8 and 
Co; Bridges, 8 and H) 

340 Austin (H W Mackreth) v Linder and ors (Shepheard and 


waaAaaa 
Aggy 


Son) 
341 Dudgeon and anr (W R Preston) v Casey (J Neal) 
342 Hawkins (Learoyd, L and P) v Rowan (Wordsworth, B, H 


and Co) 
QB 343 Cohen and ors (Travers, S and B) v Burke (Brady and 
Son) 8J 








SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

June 4.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bovusrietp, at the Mart, at 
2 p.m., freehold and leasehold properties and a reversion (see 
advertisement, May 10, page 5). 

June 6.—Messrs. Driver & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m., free- 
hold properties (see advertisement, May 17, page 6). 

June 6.—Mr. E. Jackson, at Hertford, freehold dwelling house 
(see advertisement, this week, page 4 

June 6.—Messrs. Norton, Trist, Watney, & Co., at the 
Mart, at 2 p.m., leasehold properties (see advertisement, May 
24, page 4). 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
May 29, 1879. 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


3 per Cent. Consols, 99 Annuitiss, April, #5, 0} 

Ditto for Acrcunt, June 3, 99 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

Lo. 3 per Cent Redreed, 974 Ex Bille, £1000, 24 per Ct.22 pm. 
New 3 per Conv., 97} Ditto, £500, Do, 22 pm. 

Do. 84 perCent., Jun, °94 Ditto, 2100 & £26C, 22 pm. 

Do. 24 per Cant., Jan. '94 Bank of England Stock, 2624 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 Ditte for Account. 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


Ind.Stk.,5 per Cent.,Jualy, "80,105 ; Enf.Pr.54 per Cent., May, 81 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cent, 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. 788, 1035 April, 64 

Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Cent,, Aug, 73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cens. Do. tonds,4 per Cent. £1000 
2nd Buf.Pr,, 5 per C.,Jan,’72 Ditto, ditto, under £1000 
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RAILWAY STOCK. 















































Railways. |Paid. Closing Price. 

Stock |Bristol and Exeter . oo 
Stock |Caledoni 102} 
Stock Glasgow and South-Western ........0.00-ssenseee 84 
‘Stock |Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ssessssssssesseers 61 
Stock |Great Northern - 122 
Stock | Do., A Stock® ........0..+ssesssrsrssersecescserseres 121% 
Stock |Great Southern and Western of Ireland . 119 
Stock Great Western—Original ....00....s000+s 98 
Stock |Lancashire and Yorkshire ....... 1215 
Stock |London, Brighton, and South Coas 12 
Stock |London, Chatham, and Dover .... 25, 
Stock |London and North-Western .... 144 
Stock London and South Western ....00.« 1344 
Stock |Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln .... 79 
Stock |Metropolitan 117 
Stock} Do., District 66 
Brock | Midland.........+s0+0 ) (1278 
Stock |North British cee 
Stock |North Eastern 133} 
Stock |North London... | 162 
Stock North Staffordshire ......ssssscecsececeresecseee «| 100 53 
Stock /South Devon 100 | - 
Stock |South-Eastern ».| 100 137 














“A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. nas been paid tu Bb. 








BIRTHS. 
VERNEY.—May 25, the wife of Frederick Verney, barrister-at- 
law, of a son. 
WILxINSoN.—May 28, at 1, Cambridge-place, Regents-park, 
the wife of John Wilkinson, of a son. 


<a 
—— 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Farpay, May 23, 1879. 
Dresser, John Henry, and William Wells, Leeds, Solicitors. May 13 
Winding up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Limirep ts Caancery. 
Faway, May 23, 1879. 

Debenture Trust.—By an order made by V.C. Hall, dated May 2, it 
was ordered that tue trust be wound up. Crook and Smith, Ab- 
church lane, solicitors for the petitioner 

‘George Miler and Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 27, to send their names and addre-ses and the particu- 
Jars of their debts or claims to Robert Richards, Sunderland. Friday, 
July 4,at12 is appvinted for hearing and adjudicatng upon the 
debts and claims 

Onward Cement Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, on or 
vefore June 20, to send their names and addresses, and the particn- 
lars of their dents or claims, to Mr. Henry Brown, Westminster 
chambers, Victoria st. Friday, July 4, is appoinied tor hearing and 
adjudicatinz upon the debts and claims 

Richards and Co, Limited.—Fry, J., has ordered a meeting of the un- 
secured creditors forthe purpore of agreeing or disagr-eing toa 
compromise, the terms of which are embodied ina seed of May 21, 
and such meeting will be he!d on Friday, May 30 at 2 at St Benet’s 
chambers, Fenchurch st. Whites aud Co, Budge row, Cannon st, 
agents tor Brittan and Co, Bristol 

Storforth Lane Colliery Company, Limited.—The M.R. has by an order 
dated March 20 appointed John Higginbotrom, Chesterfield, and 
Thomas George Shuttleworth, Wharacliffe chamovers, Bank st, Shef- 
field, to be Joint official liquidators 

County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
Fripay, May 23, 1879. 

Grosvenor Colliery Company, Limited.—Petition March 4, Court doth 
order that the voluntary winding up of the company be con- 
tinued, and that the petitioner, Tuomas Walton Gillibrand, be ap- 
pointed additional liqnida or 

‘Wigan Rolling Mills Company, Limited.—By an order mate by the 
V.C., dated May 20, it was ordered that the company be wound up, 
Mather, Liverpool, agent for Peace and Co, Wigan, solicitors for the 
petitioners 








Lrurrep tn CHANCRRY, 
Tuxgspay, May 27, 1879. 

‘Bedworth Coal and Iron Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented May 24, direcied to be heard before the M.R. on June 14, 
Beale and Co, Birmingham, solicitors for the petitioners 

British Ailiance Assurance Corporation, Limited.—Creditors are ra- 
quired on or before June 23 to send their names and addrasses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims to Frederick Bertram Smart, 
Canvon st. Tuesday, July 1 at 12, is appointed tor hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Continental Gas and Water Oompany, Limited.—V.C. Hall has, by an 
order dated April 23, appointed Henry Threlkeld Edwards, Cannon 
st, to be liquidator 

Railway and Public Works Contract Company, Limited.—By an order 
made by the M.R., dated May 17, it was ordered that the above com- 
pany be wound up. Davis end Co, Coleman st, petiti.ners in person 

Bonth Kensington Dairy Company, Limited.—The M.R. has appointed 
Friday, June 6 at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of aa 
official liquidator 

County Patatine or LANCASTER. 
Turspsy, May 27, 1879. 

Texteth Brewery Company, L:mited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented May 26, directed to be heird by the V.O., at Stone buildings, 
Lincoln’s inn, on June 16, Brabner and Court, Liverpool, s>licitors 
for the petitioner 





Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
TugsDaY, May 27, 1879, 
Society of Tradesmen and [nhabitants of the Town and Neighbourhood 
ot Oswestry, Sua Inn, Oswestry, Salop. May 24 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof, 
: Fripay, May 23, 1879. 
Baker, William Heyworth, Howden, York, M.D, June 23. Howe yv. 
Lacey, M.2. England, Howden 
Barnicott, Thomasine, Avenue rd, Regent’s park. June 18. Wood ¥, 
Isitt, M.R. Heather, Paternoster row 
Collingwood, Winitred, Cornwall rd, wegtbourne park, June 23. Birch 
v. Vaughan, M.R, Jeans, Clement’, inn, S:rand 
Corrance, George Edward, Boulogne-syr-Mer, Esq. June 30. Hummel 
v. Flavell, V.C. Bacon. Baker, Gt George st, Westminster 
Dale, Tamar Sarah, Mill st, Dockhead, Surrey. June 20. Smith y. 
m1 ee. pm age Lincoln’s inn fields 
rsett. Mary Smith, Milve ton, Warwick. Jaly 1. Foster v Dorsett, 
V.C. Hall. Thurstield and Messier, Wednesbury 
Gardrer, Henry, Westbourne terrace, Padiington, Esq. Jupe 20. 
Gardoer v. Beaumont, Fry, J. Long, Windsor 
Harris, John, Wood Green, Gent. June 93, Harris v. Nelson, V.C. 
Hall. Nelson and Co, Bennett's hill, Doctor’s commons 
Head, George, Ealing, Gent. June 14. Head v. Head, V.C, Hall. 
Baker, Newton Abbott 
Jenkins, David, Gwernilan, Glamorgan, Gent. Jane 16. Jenkins v. 
Jenkias, Fry J. Nertoo, Swansea 
Maggi, Nicola Luiga, Cardiff, Ship Chandler. Juns 25, Winehouse 
v. Winehouse, Fry, J. Morgan, Cardiff 
Marshel!, Edwiv, Brewer st, Clerkenwell, Gent. Jane 24. Vernon v. 
Alt, V.C, Bacon. Coward, Mincing lane 
Melladew, Koger, Aintree, Lancashire, Cotton Broker. Jane 18. 
Melladew v. Meliadew, V.C. Bacon. Maddook, Liverpool 
Millard, Graham Caudixh, Comberton terrace, Upper Clapton. Jane 
24. Capitaland Counties Bank v, Millard, V.C. Hail. Lomer and 
Sons, Southampton 
Waugh, John George, Elgin crescent, Notting hill, Solicitor. June 21. 
Waugh v. Dodgson, Fry J. Porkes, Queen Victoria at 
Tuespay, May 27, 1879. 
Cockerell, Sydney John, Cornhiil, Coal Merchant, June 27, Cockerell 
v. Powell, M.R. Greenield, Basingh»]! st 
Cole, Rev Arthur Ragge.t, Hurs:tourns Priors, Hants. July 1, 
Cole v. Cle, V.C. Mali, Maton, Cannon st 
Cooper, James, Brompton rd, Licensed Victualler. June 24. Cooper 
v. Cooper, V.C. Bac n. Pawle, New ina 
Dickinson, Guydo, Melt.n Mowbray, Jano 1t. Wilson v. Dickinson, 
V.C, Bacon. Latham a: d Paddis»n, Melton Mowbray 
Frohawk, Nicholas, E:st Dereham, Esq. July 10. Vincent v. Alpe, 
V.C. Hall. Cooper and N:rgate, East Dereham 
Hart, John Bower, Peterborough, Hotel Proprietor. Jane 30. Carter 
v. Crad¢ock, V.C. Hall, Smedley and Mellows, Peterborough 
Mayhew, James Clayton, Charch walk, Kensington, Builder. June 28 
Hilman v. Mayhew, V.0, Hail, Jones and Starting, Gray’s ion sq 
Parke, William, Hult, Norfolk, Wine Merchans, June 24. 
Parke, M.R. Slann, Holt 
Phillips, Willham, Mairdy, G'amorgan, Innkeep:r. Jane 24. Wridev. 
Lee, V.C. Hall. Cousins, Cardiff 
Turner, Elizabe:h, Westmoreland id, Bayswater. June 21. Partridge 
v. Guiilemard, V.C, Hal. Burton and Co, Liccoln’s inn fields 
Wentworth, Mary Ann, St Ann’s hill, Wandsworth. June 20, Sims 
v. Pullen, V.C. Hall. Jourdain, Ludgate hill 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Clam. 


ERRatTooM in ‘‘ Gazette” May 6, p. 572. 
White, Elizabeth Jervis, Hereford rd, Bayswater. Jane 16. Solicitors 
names should be Waiker and Co, svutuampton st, Bloomsbury, 
instead of White 


Morton v. 


Friary, May 16, 1879. 
Adney, Margaret, Rowton, Saiop. June 24. Palia and Co, Shrews- 


bary 
Baily, Edwin, Cirencester, Bookseller. Aug 1. Sewell and Co, Ciren- 
cester 
Barber, Edward Field, Queen’s rd, Peckham, Gent. June 1. Pritchard 
and Sons, Gracechurch st 
Bennett, William, Chapel-en-le-frith, Derby, Gent. July 1. Hadfield, 
Manchester 
Caddy, Jane, Penzance, Cornwall. Jaly 10. Borlase and Co, Pen- 
zance 
ba William, Victoria rd, Kensington, Esq. June 24. Brembridge, 
xeter 
— name Liverpool, Master Stevedore. July 12. Parkinson, 
iverpoo 
Copley, Henry, Union st, Lambeth Walk, Scale Board Cutter. June30. 
Chapman, Fenchurch ot 
Davey, William, Wandsworth rd, Confectioner. June 6. Chipperfleld 
and Wymoad, Trinity s', Southwark 
Duncalfe, George Humphiey, Walcor, Salop, Surgeon. June 23. Palin 
and Co, Shrewsbury 
Dunkerley, John, Oldham, Gent. June 16. Clegg, Oldbam 
Ford, Stephen, North Wraxail, Wilts, Farmer. June !2. Inman and 
Inman, Bath 
Goodger, Susennah, Ladbrooke grove rd, Notting Hill. June 5. Good- 
wyn, Granvilie chambers, Portman sq 
ees Mary Ann, Teversal, Nottingham, July 1. Maltby, Man- 
©. 


Hirst, William, Boroughbridge, York, Solicitor. July 1. Hirs: and 
Caper, Broughbridge 

Holiaway, Rev Thomas, Melford, Warwick, Clerk. June 24. Barton 
and Scorer, Lincoin 

Ingbam, Charlies, Newcastle-apon-Tyne, Gent. June 15. Leadbitter 
and Co, Newcastie-on-Tyne 

yacksou, Phillip, barnstsple, Devon, late Captaia in the Bengal Royal 

Artillery. Juve 2i. Benzrait, Barnstaple 
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Lehain, Peter Denshy, Russell st, Covent Garden, Fruit Merchant 
Aug 16. Few and Oo, Sussex st, Strand : 

Lewis, William, Crickhowel!, Brecon, Solicitor. Aug!. Davies, Crick- 
hewell ‘ 

Moriarty, Danial, Torquay, Devon, Esq. June 30, Rae, Mincing- 
lane 

Needham, Anne, Meole Brace, nr Shrewsbury. June 24. Palin and 
Co, Shrews"ury 

Nott, Elizabeth, Bromfield, Salop. Jone 24. Baurrup and Coren, 
Glonces‘er : 

Parkin, Richard Henry, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler, July 12, 
Parkinson, Liverpool ‘ 

Penton, Elizabeth, Winchester. June 19. Pain and Clarke, Winches- 
ter 

Poynier, Charles, Henley-on-Thames. June 20. Street and Co, Lin- 
coln’s inn fieids 

Prevost, James George, Mile End rd, Auctioneer. July 1. Nutt and 
Savery, Brabant ct, Philpot lane 

Proctor, Charies Garraway, Tenby, Pembrcke, Gent. June 20. Lock, 





Tenb: 

Pulford, Charles, Sproatiey, York, Common Carrier. July 1. Priest- 
man, Hull 

Sheard, Benjamin Spivey, Huddersfield, Commission Agent. May 19, 
Beaumont, Lepton 

Stott, Mary, Giodwick, Oldham. Junelé. Clegg, Oldham 

Surters, Elizabeth Jane, Hamsterley Hall, Durham. Jaly 1, Clayton 
and Gibson, Newcas le-upon-Tyne 

Taylor, Charles, St John’s villas, Upper Holloway, Gent, July 1. 
Butling and Parr, Nottingham 

Tinker, Frederick, Abbey Wood, Kent, Farmer, June 13. Pritchard 
and Sons, Gracechurch st 

Webster, Robert, Rudleigh Salierten, Devon, Esq. June 16. Temple- 
man, Budleich, Salierton 

‘Wells. Ri hard Benjamin, Walthamstow, Essex, Whitesmich. June 20. 
Lindo and Co, King’s Arms yard, Moorgate st 

White, Thomas, Stratford-nvon-Avon, Oil and Colour Merchant. 
June 27, Slatter and Co, Stra ford-upon-Avon 

Williamso», Barbara Elizabeth, Plas yn Morfa, Flint. July 20. 
Wi'lamson, Plas yn Morfa : 

Wilson, Anne, Leeds. July 1. Jones, Leeds 

Wright, Peter, Plas Issa, Denbigh, Farmer. July 1. Richards and 
Son, Liangollen 

Wright, Susannah, Lincoln. Juse 16. Tovrnbee and Co, Lincoln 

Young, Ann, East India Dock rd, June 13. Baker and Nairne, Crosby 
8q 

Santrapts. 
Fripay, May 23, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 186y. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
fo Surrender in London. 

Brenner, Phil'p, Zingari villas, Lower Norwood, Bailder. Pet May 
21. Brougham. June 13 at! 

Britton, J , Landcro!t terrace, East Dulwich, no occupation. Pet 
May 20. Murray. June 13 at ll 

Cleland, “illiam, Vartin’s lane,Cannon st. Pet May 20. Murray. 
June 13 at 12 

Shaw,W H __ , Albion place, Blackfriars, Club Proprietor. Pet 
May 19. Pepys, Juneli at 12 

Maie, A'fred James, Old Kent rd, Oilman, Pet May 22, Hazlitt. 
Jone ll at il 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Bradbury, James, Rakewell, Derby, Ma-ble Mason. Pet May 19. 
Weiler. Derby, June 6 at 12 

Evans, John, Morriston, ne Swansea, Clerk. Pet May 19. Be'lingham. 
Swansea, june 5 at 3 

Haigh, William, Cefn-y-Bedd, Flint, Paper Maksr. Pet May 20. 
Withams. Wrexham, June 9 at 12 

Payne, Tomas, Warwick, Drap:r. Pet May 17. Campbell. War- 
wick, May 31 atl 

Pronger, Edwin, Lancing, Sussex, Farmer. Pet May 19. Jones. 
Brighton, June 4 at 12 

Reeve, Mary, Nottingham, out of business. Pet May 19. Patchitt. 
Nottingham, June 4 at 3 

Rhodes, Henry, Barnsley, York, Currier, Pet May 2l. Bury, 3 Barns- 
lev, June 9 at 8 

Walker, Henry, Huddersfield, Smallware Dealer, Pet May 20. Jones. 
Hudder-field. June 0 at 11 

‘Watson, Horsfall, Newha en, Sussex, out of business. Pet May 19. 
Blaker. Lewes, June 6 at 12 


Tuespay, May 27, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their profs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
aa 9 Thomas, Cornhill, Merchant. Pet May 23. Pepys. June 
at il 
‘Vagg, Edwin Henry, Sloane sq., Estate Agent. Pet May 23. Pepys. 
June 11 at 1 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Boyes, Arthur, and Luke Boyes, Northampton, Shoe Mannfacturers. 
Pet May 22. Dennis. Northampton, June 13 at 3 
Palmer, William Graham, Kipley, Surrey, Farmer. Pet May 24. 
White. Guildford, Jone 7 at 11.30 
Roden, Richard John, Sidbury, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
May 23. Beale. Worcester, June 12 at 12,30 
Tomalin, Tom Gutteridee, Leagrave, Bedford, Baker. Pet May 22. 
Cooke, Luton, Jane 7 at 11 
Turner, Albert Sheldon, turslem, Stafford, Schoolmaster. Pet May 
24, Tennant. Hanley, June 14 at 11 


BANKKUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Fawar, Mey 23, 1879. 
Ctainoks, John, Belgrave rd, St Johi’s Wood, Commission Agent. 
la 


y 
Sheffield, Henry, Rood lane, Merchant. May 22 
Smith, Elizabeth, The Grove, Hammersmith. May 20 





Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farpar, May 23, 1879, 


Atherton, Richard, Little Bolton, Lancaster, Beerseller, June3 at 10 
at Offices of Walker, Maw dsiey st, Bolton 

Atkirson, William, Middlesborough, Coal Dealer, May 31 at 11 at 
offices of D: bson, Gosford st, Middlesborough 

Bamber, J: hn Wignell, Preston, Watchmaker, June 6 at 11 at offices 
of Cooper, Fox «t, Preston 

Banton, William, Burntwood, Stafford,Grocer. June 6 at 11 at offices 
of karnes and Russell, St John st, Lichfield 

Barre't, Matthew Richard, High st, Bow, Licensed Victualler. June 
4 at 12 at offices of Browne and Co, Queen st, Cheapside. Neave, 
Cheapside 

Bartram, George, Easton, Northampton, Farmer. June 5 at 10 at 
offices of Law, ~t Mary’s place, Stamford 

Barwick, Brice Wilkinson, Thom»s Barwick, and John Kaye Barwick, 
Keighley, York, Jewellers. June 5 at 2 at cffices of Weatherhead, 
Low st, Keighley. Wright and Waterworth, Keighley 

Bastable, Elisha, jun, Landport, Hants, Baker. June 6 at 4 at offices of 
King, North st, Portsea 

Bate, Elihu, Ogley, Stafford, Farmer. June 6 at 11 at George Hotel, 
Walsal!. Smith 

Beal, Joseph, Neweastle-on-Tyne, Grocer. June 6 at 11 at Incor- 
Lg hae Law Sociecy, Arcade, Newcastiz-on-Tyne. Fenwick, Jarrow- 
on- ne 

Birchail, William, Lower Broughton, near Manchester, Provision 
Dealer. June }1 at!1 at offiecs of Lawson, Peter st, Manchester 

Bird, Evhraim, Smetuwick, St#fford, Grocer. June 11 at 11 at offices 
of Shakespeare, Church st, Oldbury 

Bishop, Thomas, Neath, Glamorgan, Fruit Salesman. June 10 at 12 at 
offices of Charles, Psrade, Nea h 

Booth, William, Astbury, Chester, Farmer. June 9 at 11 at offices of 
Cooper, West +t, Congleton 

Bott, Thomas, Birkenhead Chester, Watch Manufacturer. June 5 at 
| at offices of Hannan and Pugh, Duncan st, Birkenhead 

Brabin, William, Ch ster, Cattle Dealer. June 4 at 3 at offices of Nor- 
don and Mason, B idge st row East, Chester 

Brinton, Joseph, Freemantle Bo-comb, near Bournemouth, Stone- 
mason. May 30 at 3 at offices of Trevanion, Branksome terrace, 
Bournemouth 

Breokes, Tho maa, Bilston, Stafford, Hurdle and Fence Manufacturer. 
June 5 at 11 at Globe Hotel, Mount pleasant, Bilston. Bowen, Bil- 
ston 

Brooks, Thomas, Traro road, Wood Green, Builder. June 6 at 12 at 
offices of Poncione, jun, Raymond buildings, Gray's inn 

Brown, Robert, Chamber st, Whitechapel, Tin Place Worker. June 5 
at 12 at offices of Reep and Co, Bush lane, Cannon st 

Brownbill, Kobert Henry, Liverpoo!, Baker. June 9 at 3 at offices of 
Ponton, Dale st, Liverpool 

Burns, John, Liverpool, Bootmaker, June 6 at 3 at offices of Gibson 
and Co, Sonth J hn st, Liverpool. Morris and Jones, Liverpool 

Byrne, Robert Henry, Freemantle, Southampton, Mercantile Clerk. 
June 12 at 3 at offices of Swayne, Portland st, Southampton 

Carter, William, and William Waller Carter, Birmingham, Iron- 
mongers, June 13 at 3 at offices of Rowlands and Bagnall, Colmore 
row, Birmineham 

Chadwick, Samurl, Heaton Norris, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. June 4 
at 3 at offices of Johnston, Vernon st, Stockport 

Clarke, James, Gordon road, Hornsey, Commercial Traveller, June 9 
at 2 a: offices of Wedlake, Mitre court, Temple 

Coffey, James, Evxsex road, Is!ington, Bootmaker. Jane 9 at 2 at offices 
a_i Morphett and Hanson, King st, Cheapside. Terry, Kicg st, Cheap- 
side 

Cope, Edward, Derby, Accountant. June 11 at 3 at offices of Powell, 
Fullst, Derby 

Corbett, Thomas William, Liverpool, Stationer. June 5 at 2 at cffices 
of Harris, Union court, Castle st, Liverpool 

Coulsun, William, and Christopher Coulson, Leamington Hill Head, 
Northumberiand, Farmers. June 11 at 11 at offices of Hindmarsh, 
Bondgate without, Alnwick 

Crichton, Alexander, and Charles John Curry, Rathbone place, Silver- 
smiths, June 5 at 3 at officesof Ne!son and Sons, Bennet’s hill, 
Doctors’ commons 

D’Arco, Henry Heydrac, Brixton road, Theatrical Manager. June 5 
at 12 at Haxell’s Royal Exeter Hotel. Norman, Essex st, Strand 

Doodey, Jomes, Birmineham, Jeweller. June 6 at 12 at offices of 
Hawkes «nd Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 

Edwards, Heber, Westbromwich, Stafford, Boot and Shoe Maker. 
June 5 at 11 at offices of Rankin, High st, Westbromwich 

Edwards, John Kendrick, Birmingham, Decorator. June 5 at 12 at 
offices ot Hawkes and Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 

Errington, Henry, Broadway, Hammersmith, Gilder and Decorator. 
June 3 at 4 at offices of Miller and Son, Leadenhall st. 

Essex, George, Great Dover st, Borough, Commercial Traveller. Jane 
11 atl at 21, Abchurch !ane 

Ford, John, and Samuel Silby, Bristol, Leather Merchants. June 6 at 
1 at offices of Brown, Small st, Bristol 

Gaite, William Matthew, Clayton, York, Stuff Finisher’s Clerk. June 
11 at 11 ac the New Irn, Tyrrel st, Bradford. Hanne, Maidstone 

Geldart, John, Hart!«pool, Durham, Grocer.. June 5 at 12 at offices of 
Todd, Town wali, Hartiepou! 

Gentle, John, and Frank Gentle, Stratford, Essex, Tailors. June 4 at 
3 at offices ut Sal , King 8!, Cheapsid 

Gibson, James, York, Plasterer. June 10 at 12 at offices of Wilkinson, 
8t Helen's square, York 

Gordon, Norval John, Shrewsbury, Travelling ‘Draper. June 10 “at 11 
offices of Morris, Swan hil, Shrewsbury ' 

Grant, Thomas, Croydon, Surrey, Saddler. June 13 at 3 at offices of 
Young and Thompson, Nerth end, Croydon 

Guy, Jonn, Manea, Cambridge, Farmer. June 5 at 1 at offices of 

ichardson, Charteris 

Hancock, Joseph John, Portishead, Somerset, Beer Retailer. May 31 
at 12 at offices of Clifton, Broad st, Bristol 

Hancox, Joveph, Birmingham, Paper Box, Mannfacturer. June 4 at3 
at offices of Glaisye Waterioost, Birmingham 
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Hardy, Thomas Arthur, Chare)field rd, Acton, Auctioneer. June 4 at 
83 at 111, Cheapside. Cannon, King st, Cheapside 

Harvey, John Daft, Barnsley, York, Tobacconist. June 5 \at 2 at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Regent st, Barnsley. Alderson, Barns 7 

Hatchmen, James Boncer, St Helens, Lancaster, Hat Manufacturer. 
June ll at lat the Law Association, Cook st, Liverpool. Fildes, 
Liverpoo’ 

Haugh, Robert, Leeds, Draper, Juno 5at 11 at offices of Hewson, 
East parade, Leeds 

Hawker, Alfred Stewart, Weston-super-Mare, Draper’s Assistant. June 
10 at 12 at offices of Chapman, Rectory rd, Weston-soper-Mare. 

Hayward, Joseph, Brewood, Stafford, Miller, June 7 at 12 at olfices of 
Rudland, Queen st, Wolveriampton : 

Healy, Thomas, Newcastie-upoo-lyne, Clothier. May 31 at 11 at 
offices of Hopper, Grainger st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Hewett, Richard, Sutton, Surrey, Farrier. June 3 at 1 at offices of 
Chinery and Aliridge, Fenchurch st 

Heywood, Thomas, barton, Lancaster, Surveyor. June l0 at 2 at 
offices of Jones, Kennedy st, Manchester 

Hickes, John, Chancery lune, Solicitor. June 14 at 3 at 27, Clarges st, 
Piecadilly. Mortimore, Chancery lane 

Hicks, John, Churchill ra, Homerton, Baker. June 3 at 3 at cflices of 
Foster, Brunswick sq, Bioomsbury 

Hodgkins, John William, Southsea, Hants, Beerhouse Keeper. June 4 
at 11 at offices of Walker and Wainscot, Commercial rd, Landport 

Horsnell, George Todd, Ha'fi-ld Broad Oak, Essex, Beerhouse Keeper, 
June 9 at 2 at offices of Snell, Great Dunmow 

Houghton, William, Blacxrod, Lancaster. June 5 at 10.30 at offices 
of Wiison, King st, Wigan 

Housiaux, Bernard, Tamworth, Warwick, Auctioneer. June 4 at 3 at 
ottices of Nevill and Atkins, Colehtil, Tamworth 

Hoyle, James, Lincoln, Oval Dealer, June 4 at 11 [at offices of Page, 
jun, Flaxengate, Lincoln 

Humphriss, George, Chipp'ng Norton, Oxford, Boot and Shoe Maker. 
June 5 at 3 at the Crown Hotel, Chipping Norton. Wilkins, 
Chipping Norton. 

Jackson, Thomas, Bradford, York, ous of business, June 5 at 3.30 at 
offices of Neill, Kirkgate, Bradford 

Jobling, Edward, jMiddiesborough, China Merchant. May 31 at 11 at 
offices of Teale, Albert rd, Midi lesborough 

Jones, John, a Licensed Victualler, June 5 at 3 at offices of 





Beer, pi, 

Jones, William, Penygrees, Carnarvon, Grocer, June 7 at3 at offices 
of Allanson, Bron Seiont, Carnarvou 

Jones, William Casterdine. Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. June 9 
at 11 at offices of Jeffury, Market sq, Northampton 

Judson, John William, Guisborough, York, Biewer. June 6 at 3 at 
offices of Teale, Albert 1d, Middiesborough 

Kift, Arthur, Old st, Shoreditch, Colour Merchant. June 11 at 8 at 
offices of Morley and Suirreff, Palmerston buildiogs, Old Broad st 

Kilby, William, Long Eaton, Derby, Lace Manvfacturer. June 6 at 12 
at offices of Wing and Weiby, Thurland st, Nottingham 

King, John Henry, Borough High st, Hosier. May 31 at 12 at offices 
of Beaumont, Fenchurch st 

King, Sarah Anne, Margate, Kent, Lodging house Keeper. June 6 at 
11 at offices of Sankey and Co, Cecil sq, Margate 

Knibb, Francis Wiliiam, New st sq, Fetter Jane, Bookbinder. June 9 
at 2 at offices of Layton and Co, Budge row 

Law, Calvert, St Leonard’s rd, Poplar, Iron Tank Manufacturer. 
June 6 at $at offices «f Hoider, King st, Cheapside 

Lehfeldt, Fritz, Finsbary p! South, Merchant. June 12 at 2 at offices 
of Kynaston and Gasque:, Queen st, Cheapside 

Lewis, Richard, Pontypridd, Tailor, June 6 at 4 at offices of Ho!lier 
and Williams, Church st, Pontypridd 

Littlefield, James Ulrick, Hi rsham, Sussex, Carpenter. Jane 10 at 3 at 
the Crown Hotel, Horsham. Cotching, Horsham 

Lucas, William Edward, Leamington Priois, Warwick, Accountant, 
June 3 at 11 at offices of Sanderson, Church st, Warwick 

Ma'tby, Henry, High st, Hampstead, Licensed Victualler. June 5 at 2 
at offices ot Nash and Field, Queen st, Queeu Victoria st 

Mapley, John, Fenny Stratiord, suckingham, Piumber. June 9 at 12 
atthe Park Hotel, Bletchley. Porter, Bedford 

Maskell, William, Brightii g-ea, E-xsex, Dealer, June 12 at 11 at 
12 at offices of White, North hiil, Colchester 

Miles, Wiiliam, Leominster, Hereioid, Draper. June 10 at 3 at offices 
of Moore, Corn sq, Leominster 

Miller, Georee, Darlington, Darnam, Provision Dealer. June 4 at 12 
at offices of Barron, tiigh row, Darlington 

Miller, James Seton, Hardingstone, Northampton, Gentleman, June 
4 at 12 at offices of Wright and Hincks, Belvvir st, Leicester 

Mordecai, John, Trebo:h, nr Swansea, Collier. June 3 at 11 at offices 
of Jellicoe, Prospect place, Swansea 

Morris, Samuel, Bond ct, Walbrook, Agent. JuneQ at 3 at the Inns of 
Court Hotel, Holborn. Bird and Co, Gray’s inn aq 

Morrisey, Jeremiah, Sa'ford, Lancasier, Grocer. Juue 5 at 3 at offices 
of Rawes, Bexley sq, Salford 

Neden, Joseph, Manchester, Merchant. June 13 at 3 at offices of 
Boote and Edgar, Booth st, Manchester ‘ 

Netcott, Robert, Bristol, Bout Manufacturer. Jane 6 at 2 at offices of 
Dix Sibley, Exchange West, Brisiol 

Noakes, Henry, jun, Maidstone, Commission Agent. Jane 4 at 11 at 
50, Earlet, Maidstone. Stennivg 

Notley, Thomas Gibson, Canterbury, Horse Slaughterer. June 6 at 2 at 
the Fleur-de-Lys Hotel, Canterbury. ‘iil, Canterbury 

Owen, Mary Eliz beth, Carnarvon, Grocer. June ll at 2 at offices of 
Jones and Co, Market st, Carnarvon 

Parry, James William, Bradtcrd, Yor*, Stationer. June 4 at 3 at 
offices of Wood, St Paul’s Churchyard, London, Berry and Robin- 
son, Bradford 

Parton, Charles, Shifnal. Salop, Licensed Victualler, June 3 at 3 at 

of Philips and Co, Shifnal 

Pask, John, Southend, Essex, Grocer. June 9 at 3 at offices of 
Christmas, Walbrook, Lo don 

Payne, Walter, Brighton, Sussex, Buil*er. June 7 at 12 at offices of 
Tanner and Co, Great Kussell st, London. Tomkia, Great Russell st 

Peart, Thomas. Manchester, Potato Merchant. June 9 at 10 at offices 
of Whitehead, Swan st, Mancnester 





Pickford, Thomas, Eccles, Lancaster, Outdoor Labour Superintendent. 
June 10 at 3 at offices of Jones, Kennedy st, Manchester 

Plowman, Henry Charies, Birmingham, Beerhouse Keeper. Juns 12 
at 3 at offices of Buller and B ckley, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 

Pragnel), William, Mariboruugh rd, Peckham park, 
Assistant. June li at 2 at ottices ot Fowler, Abchurch lane 

Roberts, George, Fenton, Stafford, Bootmaker. June 5 at li at the 
Queen’s chamvers, Burslem, Julian 

Roil, James White, Great Yarmouth, Shopkeeper, June 10 at 11 at 
ottices of Cow), South quay, Great Yarmouta 

Rowlands, Wham, and George Foster, Heath Town, Wolverhampton, 
Iron Piate Workers. June 7 at 11 at offices of >» Queea st, 
Wolverhampton 

Riggali, Samuel, Retford, Nottingham, Bootmaker. June 6 at 1 at 
offices of Boscoby, Grove st, Re:tord 

Rigby, Henry, Margate, Keut, China Dealer. June 11 at 1 at Royal 
Exeter Hotel, sirand. Gibson, Margate 

Rushworth, George, Lockwvod, Huddersfield, Painter. June 6 at 3 at 
offices of Berry, Market place, Huddersfield 

Ryder, Thomas, Jewry st, Aldgate, Commission Agent. June 6 at 3 at 
= Siasson and Lewis, Leadenhall et. Holland, 8: Switain’s 
ane 

Schmitz, Cornelins Magnas Emil, Middleaborough, Iron Merchant. 
comp 6 at 2.30 at Board rvom, R.yal Exchange, Middlesvorough. 

tubbs 

Seadon, William, Southport, Lancaster, Plam>er, June 9 at 2 at 
offices ot Jackson und ‘Lomkies, Sweeting st, Liver, 

Sellers, William, Vieckheatun, York, Card Manufacturer. June! at 
11 at offices of Lancaster and Wright, Manor row, Bradiord 

Shaw, James, Burnley, | ister, Cotton Manus . May 26 ats 
at offices of Read, Hargreaves ot, Buraley 

Simpson, Thomas Grucott, Boo.hen, stoke-upon-Trent, Ale and Porter 
Dealer. June 4 at 1! at offices of James, Newcastle-under-Lyme 

Slater, Hency, Nottingham, Journeyman Suicher. June 9 at 12 at 
offices of Beik, Middle pavemeut, Nottingham 

Smart, Hubert, Oxeoh.tli, Gi , out of basi June 11 at 4at 
offices of Price, Newent 

Smith, Thomas Philip, Liverpool, Grocer. June 13 at 3 at offices of 
Connor and ‘'ay.or, Victucia st, Liverpool. Nordon and Mason, 
Liverpool 

Steer, Henry, Derby, Jeweller. June 5 at3 at the St James’s Hotel, 
Derby. Moody, Derby 

Stokes, Charles, 5t Peter’s, Bristol, Fishmonger. June 10 at 12 at 
Offices of Benson and Carpenter, Bank chambers, Corn st, Bristol 

Sutcliffe, Thom»s, Wadsworih, York, Farmer. June 6 at 11 at the 
White Horse Hotel, Hevoden Bridge, York. Sutciiffe, Hebden 
Bridge 

Taite, John Magnus, High st, Poplar, Shipwright. June 10 at 3 at 
Otfices of Reberts, King W liam st 

Taylor, John James, Nottingham, Schoolmaster. June 7 at 3 at offices 
of Lees, Miduie pavewen., Nottingham 

Thornton, Aified, Birmingham, Wholesaie Jeweller. June 5 at 3 at 
the Great Wesie:n Hotei, Birmingham, Barber 

Tewers, Thomas, Navenby, Lincoln, Grocer. June 4 at 12 at offices of 
Peake and Cv, Sleaford 

Valler, James, Walton st, Chelsea, Bootmaker. June 2 at 11 at 
Ridler’s Hotel, Holborn bill 

Ver: all, Charies, Tunbridge Wells, Furniture Dealer. May 31 at 10.30 
at offices of Stove and Simpson, Charch rd, Tuobridge Wells 

Wade, Thomas, Bisckpovl, Draper. June 4 at3 at offices of Charnley 
and Finch, Church st, B.ackpoo! 

Walker, Thomss, Kirby Lonsvale, Westmorland, Blacksmith. June 10 
at 11 at offices of Picard, Kirby Lonsdale 

Wall, Jose,h Barker Daniel, Snootercs’ Hill rd, Blackheath, Surveyor. 
June 20 at 2 at offices of Jackson and Browning, Bucklersbury. 
Neish and Howell, Cheapside 
‘ard, Thomas, Fenton, Stafford, Grocer. June 3 at 3 at offices of 
Hollinshead, Trnstall 

Wendes, Thomas Jona-, Ryde, I1.W., General Dealer. June 10 at lias 
the York Hotel, George st, Ryde. Jvyce 

West, Josep, Northampton, Higgler. June 6 at 11 at offices of 
Andrew, Market sq, Northampton 

Whaimore, Frederick Johv, Birmingham, Beer Retailer. Jane 5 at12 
at omces of Hodgson and Haigh, Waterloo »t, Birmingham 

Wilkinson, Christopher, Bradford, Printer. June 4 at 11 at offices of 
Peel and Ga nt, Chapel lane, Brsdford 

Willisms, Jonn, Pwilywrach, Giamorgan, Farmer. Jane 5 at 2 at 
Offices of Stuckwood, jun, lownball chambers, Bridgend 

Willisms, Percy Bennett, Wandsworth rd, I'neatrical Agent. June 9 
at 11 at 84, Wa'e:loord, Lambeth. Cotton, Upper Thames st 

Wilson, Jame*, Ta bot ct, Eustcheap, Newspaper Pregidenee. Jane 12 
at 3 at offices ot Woolf and Crump, Queen st, Cannon at 

Wiliams, Richa:d, Shop Maenaddtwyn, Anglesea, Draper. June 7 at 
12 at the Queeu’s Hotel, Chester. Dew, Llangefni 

Wilson, Joseph, Liosi«de, Buckingham, Cabinet Maker, June 3 at 3 at 
at othces uf Reader, Hulborn viaduct 

Wilson, Wilham, Chorlton-on-Medlock, Manchester, Builder. June 10 
at 11 at offices of Gardner, Cooper st, Manchester 

Wood, He ry, Rothe ham, York, Accountant. June 2 at il at offices 
of Hodgkinson and P.shiey, Main st, Retherham 

Wood, William, Cheltenham, Grocer’s Assistant. June % at 3 at offices 
of Pruen, Regen: st, Cheltenham 

Wright, Wiliam, Notiingham, Commission Agent. June 11 at 3 at 
offices of Lees, Midile pavement, Nottingham 

Young, James, Bridge water, Hairdresser, June 10 at 12 at offices of 
Reed and Loveil, Basinghali st. Reed and Cook, Bridgewater 

Tuespay, May 27, 1879. 

Adams, George, Coventry, Watch Manofactarer. June 9 at Ll at the 

Craven Arms Hotel, High st, Coventry. Hughes and Masser, 


try 

Anslow, Elizabeth Eether, Eyton, Salop, Farmer. Jane 17 at 12 at 
offices of Kuowle-, Wellington 

Ashton, Richard, Birmingham. June 5 at 12 at offices of Smith, Temple 
st, Birmingham 
hey, James, Small:horn, Stafford, Coffin Maker. June 6 at ll at 
offices of Tomsinscn «nd Furnival, Queen st, Burslem 

Atkinson, Nathaniel, Micdlesborough, Grocer. June 7 at | at offices 
of Catcbpole, Bank buildings, Wilsou st, Middiesborough 
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Axon, Thomas, Heaton Norris, Stockport, Lath Cleaver. Jane 11 at 3 
at offices of Johnston, Vernon st, Stockport 

Aylett, George Henry, Craven terraze, Upper Hol'oway, Builder. June 
16 at 3 at offices of Tillyard and Gribole, King »t, Cheapside 

Bailey, Joshua, Ingleside terrace, Tarnham green, Builder. June 12 
at 3 at offices of Munns and Lougden, Old Jewry 

Barnes, Arthur Wellingtor, Seymour terrace, Wandsworth, Boot 
Desler. June 10 at 2 at offices of Montagu, Bucklersbury 

Barnes, Samuel John, Birmingham, Copper Maker. June 6 at 11 at 
the Queen’s Hotel, Stephenson p!, Birmingham. Ryland and Co 

Barrett, Samuel, Frizinghall, York, Chemist. June 10at3 at 7, Par- 
kinson’s chambers, Market st, Bradford 

Barton, Francis Owen, Wirksworth, Derby, Coal Merchant. June 9 at 
1] at the York Hotel, Midland ra, Derby. Stone, Wirksworth 

Beach, Thomas, Wolviston, Durham, Farmer. June 12 at 11 at offices 
of Brunton, Albert terrace, West Hartlepool 

Baverrtock, Henry, Welton, York, Plumber. June !2 at 3 at offices of 
Iveson and Son, Parliament st, Kingsion-upon-Hull 

Bolton, Charles, Aston, ur Birmingham, Fancy Leather Worker. June 
6 at 2 at offices of Phillips, Victoria rd, Aston 

Booth, Joseph, Ripley, Derby, Saddler. June 10 at 11 at the Bell 
Hotel, Sadlergate, Derby. Cursham, Ripley 

Borgen, Adolph Emi’, Vere rt, Oxford st, Goldsmith. June 5at12 at 
offices of Crump and Son, Phi!pot lane 

Bread, Edgar Octavius, Padstow, Cornwall, Shipowner. June 9 at 12 
at offices of Whitefi Id, St Columb 

Brown, Christopher George, Sou'hwark park rd, Bermondsey, Dairy- 
man, June 4 at 3 at the Mason’s Hall Tavern, Mason’s avenue, Bas- 
inghall st. Bilton, Lower Kennington lane 

Butler, Francis, and Timothy Lane, Hanley, Tailors, June 7 at 11 at 
offices of Tennant and Co, Cheapside, Hauley 

Caine, Anne, Harpurhey, Lancashire, Bleacher. June 11 at 11 at offices 
of Satton and El iott, Fountain st, Manchester 

Charlton, Edward, Greenheys, Manchester, Milk Retailer. 
J1 at offices of Nadin and Wild, King st, Manchester 

Chesworth, George, Apfie'd, Liverpool, Book-keeper. June 13 at 2 at 
offices of Jackson and Tomkies, Sweeting st, Liverpool 

Clark, John, and Alfred Clark, Newcastle-upon-'l'yne, Boot Makers. 
June 9 at 2 at offices of Winter, Market st, Newcastle-upon-'l'yne. 
Clark, Newcastie-upon-Tyne 

Cooper, Albert, Crewe, Fish Desler. June 6 at 10 at offices of Garth- 
waite, Brazennose st, Manchester 

Corlett (and not Corbett, as erroneously printed in last Gazette), 
Thomas William, Liverpool, stationer. June 5 at 2 at offices of 
Harris, Union ct, Castle st, Liverpoo! 

Cornieh, John, Ilfracombe, Butcher. June 12at 3 at the Parade Inn, 
lifracombe, Fox, Iifracombe 

Conrt, Joseph, Woolwich, Builder. June 11 at 4 at offces of Fowler, 
Abcburch lane, London 

Cromweil, Marth, Sradford, Furniture Dealer. June 5 at 3 at 7, Par- 
kinson’s chambers, Market st, Bradfor 

Cullen, Charles, Nortifieet, Kent, Ship Builder. June 6 at 2 at offices of 
Walker ard Mewburn-Waiker, Furnival’s inn 

Darveil, William, Chesham, Bucks, Builder. June 11 at 3 at offices of 
Green and Cheese, Warwick st, Charing cross 

David, Wiliam Richard, Dudley, Worcester, no occupation. 
at 4 at offices of Warmington, Castle st, Dudiey 

Davies, John, Liandudno, Carnarvon, Lodging house Keeper. June 
10 at 12 at offices of Jones, Bridge st, Conway 

Day, Daniv), Eye, Suffik, builder. June 17 at 1 at the White Lion 
Hotel, Eye. Gudgeon 

Day, James Patrick, Birkenhead, Grocer, June 11 at 2 at offices of 
Thompson and Simm, Hamiuiton st, Birkenhead. Thompson, Birken- 


June 6 at 


June 9 


head 
Dodd, John, Lintz green, Durham, Farmer, June 6 at 2 at offices of 
Elsdon, Royal ercace, Newcastie-upon-Tyne 
Drake, Charles, Attleborough, Norfolk, Coachbuilder. 
offices of Emerson, Rampant Horse st, Norwich 
Edwards, Williar, Treherbert, Glamorgan, Builder. 
offices of Morgan, Mill st, Pontypridd 
Ensor, Frederick Lovell, London rd, Tower Clapton, Commercial 
Traveller. May 31 at 2 at vilices of Thorne, the Guildhall, Broad st, 
Bristol. Bennett, »ristol 
Evans, Evan, Cathays, Cardiff, Builder, June 6 at 12 at 19, Duke et, 
Cardiff. Merrils and Son, Cardiff 
Eyre, Mery, Su'ton-cum-Lound, Nottingham, Farmer, 
at offices of Marshall, Chapel gate, East Retford 
Finlay, Thomas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer. 
of Johnston, Pilgrim st, Neweastie-upoa-Tyne 
Franklin, Joe), Cheltenuam, Boot Msker. June 11 at 11 at offices of 
Clark, Regent st, Cheltennam 
Freeman, Thomas, Birkenhead, Saddler. June 9 at2 at offizesof 
enemas Simm, Hamilton sq, Birkenhead. Francis, Birken- 
e 
Gander, Edwar?, Bromley-by-Bow, Leather Merchant. 
at offices of Ratcliff, Bishopsgate st 
Gardner, William Nettleton, Ducglas rd, North Canonbury, Commission 
Agent. June 12 at 2 at offices of Palmer and Morrell, Warwick ct, 
Gray’sinn. Mosgrave, Queen Victoria st 
Gibson, Charles Harland, Scarborough, Tai/or. 
of Crowther, Hantriss row, Scarborough 
Gittus, Eowin, Stoke Prior, Worcester, Timber Merchant. June 12 at 
12 at offices of Corbett, Avenue House, The Cross, Worcester. Blick, 
Droithwich 
Gooden, Richard Henry, Thomas Varley, and Samuel Brentnall, 
Offerten, Cheshire, Bleachers. June 11 at3.30 at offices of Addleshaw 
and Warburton, Norfolk st, Manchester 
Greatrex, Charles Howard, Walsall, Carrier, 
Wilkinson and Gilies pie, Bridge st, Welsall 
Green, Thomas, Belgrave, Leicester, out of business. 
Cffices of shires, Market st, Leicester 
Giesiy, Amos, Northenden, Cheshire, Con] Merchant. June 13 at 3 at 
offces of Vaughan, st Petersgate, Stock: ot 
Grosvenor, Thomas, Ackleton, Salop, F»rmer. June 20 at 3 at offices 
of Pinchard and Shelton. Queen s:, Wolverhampton 
Hail, George, Leeds, Tea Dealer. June 12 at 1 at the Law Institution, 
Albion pi, Leeds. Kead 


June 7 at 2 at 


June 7 at 12 at 


June 9atill 


June 9 at 3 at offices 


June Il at 11 


Jane 6 at 3,at offices 


June 9 at 3 at offices of 
June 10 at 3 at 








Holl, John, Helton-le-Hole, Durham, Grocer. Jans9 at 12 at offices 
of Stokoe, Fawcett st, Sunderiand 

Hancox, Wi liam, 'ineLam, Oxford, Farmer. Jane 10 at 1 at the 
Crown and Cushion Hotel, Chipping Norton. Kilby and Mace, 
Chipping Norton 

Hartly, Joseph, Christleton, nr Chester, Colliery Manager. Jane 9 at 
11 at offices of Et:y, Lord st, Liverpool 

Hawkes, John Francis, Higham Ferrers, Northampton, Coal Dealer. 
eo 1 at the Townhal!, Higham Ferrers, Simpson, Higham 

errers 

Haynes, Joseph Castle, Dun’s Tews, Oxford, Grocer. June 10 at 11 at 
offices of Faulkner and Coggins, Deddington 

Heaton, Thi mas, Horwich, Lancashire, Farmer. June 4 at 11 at 
offices of Fielding, Bowker’s row, Bolton 

Higheock, Thomas, Ohesterton, nr Newerstie, Contractor. June 7 at 
11.30 at offices of Tennant aud Co, Chespside, Hanley 

Hill, Alfred, Eastville, Gloucester, Builder. June 7 at 11 at offices of 
Milne aud Co, Caledonian chambers, St Stephen’s avenue, Clare st, 
Bristol. Fussell and Co, Bristol 

Hinge, John, Flimley, Cumberland, Joiner. June 12 at 11 at offices of 
Collin, Kirby st, Maryport 

Hovson, Mary Jane, Brighton, Dealer in Fancy Goods. June 12 at 12 
at 7, Union st, Ship st, Brighton. Hodson, Shoreham 

Hoer, Oscar, Deptford Lower rd, Rotherhithe, Watchmaker. June 9 
at 2 at offices of Parkes, Queen Victoria st 

Holt, John, Scunthorpe, Lincoln, Builder. 
Biadon, Market pl, Gainsborough 

Hooper, Giles, Treherbert, Glamorgan, Tailor. June 8 at 12 at offices 
of Collins, Broad st, Bristol, in lieu of the place originally named 

Howells, Oliver, Bristol, Beer Retailer. June 4 at 12 at offices of 
Essery, The Guildhall, Broad st, Bri.tol 

Ivimey, Edward, St Peter's a'ley, Cornhill, Tailor. June 9 at 3 at the 
Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basingha!l st. Parnell, Fen- 
church st 

Johnson, John, Dresden, Stafford, Printer. Jana9at1l at offices of 
Keat, Chancery lane, Longton 

Joll-y, James, Walsall, Victualier. June 13 at 12 at officesof Baker, 
Bridge st, Walsall 

Joliffe, Josiah, Portsea, Watchmaker. June9 at1l at offices of Har- 
vey, St George's sq, Portsea 

Jones, John, Botany, Newport, Innkeeper, June 12 at 11 at ofBces of 
Williams and Co, Dock st, Newport 

Jones, Thomas, jun, Ratiinghope, Salop, Farmer. Jane 12 at 2 at 

Horton and Co, Birmingbem 
June 10 at 12 at offices 


June 11 at 11 at offices of 


the Lion Inn, Church Stretton, 

Jones, Thomas Morris, Birmingham, Draper, 
of Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Key, Jesse, Sparkbrook, nr Birmingham, Builder, 
ottices of Parr, Co'!more row, Birmingham 

Kiesling, August, Choriton-upon-Medlock, Manchester, Boot Manufac- 
turer, June 12 at 3 at offices of Stead, Essex st, Manchester 

Kirby, Charles D , Wigan, Lancashire, Draper. June 10 at 3 at 
the Home Trade Association, York st, Mauchesier. Atkinsor, Man- 
chesier 

Kirk, Tom, Shiregreen, York, Farmer. June 6 at 2 at offices of Broom- 
head and Co, Bank chanbers, George st, Sheffield 

Kitchen, Franc's Howard, Ulverston, Lancashire, Fruit Dealer. Jane 
10 at 10 at offices of Pearson, Foun'ain st, Ulverston 

Leach, James, Bolton, Lancashire, Piamber. June 10 at 12 at the 
King’s Arms Inu, Spring gardens, Ma.chester. Anderton, Bury 

Light, Wiiliam, Nempnett, Somerset, Farmer. June 5at 2 at offices 
of Tricks ani Co, City chambers, Nichoius st, Bristol. Clifton, Bristol 

Linley, Jos: ph, Derby, Joiner, June 18 at 11 at offices of Clark and 
Huish. Wardwick, Derby 

Linnell, William, Artiingworth, Northampton, Farmer. June 12 at 
12 at the George H: tel, Northampton. Lamb, Kettering 

Litken, Thom»s, Bradford, York, Fruit Salesman. June 6 at 3 at offices 
of Peel and Gaunt, Chapel lane, Bradford a 

Lioyd, John, Golftyn, Flint, Draper. June 9 at 12 at offices of Tibbits 
and Son, Old Post Office place, Chester 

Lioy¢, Samurl Deskin, Hulme, Manchester, Leather Dealer. June 10 
at 3 at off ces ef Cobbett and Co, Manchester 

Lor¢, James, William Lord, and Join Fenton, Crawshaw Booth, 


Jane 6 at ll at 


Lancashire, Cotton Spinners, June 11 at 3 at offices of Bell, Umon 
st, Bury. Woodcock, jun, Haslingden 

Marsden, Henry, Worcester, Boot Manufacturer. June 13 at 12 at 
offces of C nbett, Avenue House, the Cross, Worcester 

Marsh, James, Oldham, Lancashire, out of business, Junell at 3 at 
offices of Buckley and Mattirson, Church lane, Oldham 

Maule, William, jun, Berwick-upon-Tw eed, Carriage Builder. June 5 
at 2 atthe Corn éxchange, Berwick-vpou-Tweed. Weddell 

Medealf, John Edward, Sale, Cheshire, out of business. June 11 at 3 
at offices «f Marlow, Croxs st, Manchester 

Morris, Thomas, Audlem, Cheshire, Farmer, June JI at 2 at offices of 
Lisle, Nantwich 

Neilson, Henry, Liverpoo!, Timber Merchant. June 12 at 2 at offices of 
Harris, Union ct, Castle st, Liverpool 

Newell, Even, Towyn, Merioneth, Farmer. Jane 10 at 2 at the Crown 
Hotel, Shrewsbury. Minshalls and Parry Jones 

Nurse, James, Horsley Heath, Tipton, Licensed Victualler. June 6 at 
11 at offices of Travis, Church lane, T.pton 

Parrett, John, Faversham, Kent, Carver. June 10 at 3 at the Guildhall 
Tavern, Gresham st, Lonion. Sankey and Son, Canterbury 

Pearson, William Hall, Birmingham, E»gineer. June 4 at 12 at offices 
of Luke and Sharp, Ano st, Sirminghem. Rawliogs, Birmingham 

Picken, Thomes, and John Peake, Tunsta!!, Stafford, Dealers. June 
at 11 at the Royal Hotel, Crewe. Cooper and Co, Tunstall 

Pimblott, Isaac, vef. wich, Cheshire, Boiler Maker. June 6 at 12 at 
ottices of Garthwaite, Brazennose st, Manchester : 

Pinker, William, jun, Andover, Stonemason. June 16 at 3 at offices of 
Hare, Pinner’s O'd Broad st 

Pitts, Margaret, Gorton, Lancashire. June 16 at 11 at offices of Hamp- 
son, King st, Manchester 

Pope, Frederick Alexander, Birmingham, Tea Dealer. June 9 at 3 at 
offices of Jaques, Onerry st, Birmingham 

Popham, Eiiza Rachel, and Ann Dorathea Popham, Mare st, Heckney, 
Lace Manuf.cturers. June 12 at 2 at offices of Tillyard and Gribble, 

King st, Cheapside * 
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‘Purnell, Robert Cooper. Robert Cooper Purnell, jun,and Alfred Bevan 
Purnell, Worcester, General Carriers, June ll at3 at the Saracan’s 
Read Inn, Tything. Harcourt and Macarthur, Moorzate st, London 

‘Richer, Georgs, Farnham, Surrey, Coal Merchant, June 10 at 4 at the 
Masons’ Hall Tavern, Mason’s avenue, Basinghall st. Chandler, 
Gnildhall chambers 

Robbins, William, Tipton, Stefford, Tailor, Jane 6 at 1! at offices of 
Travis, Church lane, Tipton - 

Sams, James, Holme, Huntingdon, Publican, June 6 at 1 at the 
Admiral Inn, Holme. Gaches, Peterborouzh 

Scott, George, Leeds, Woollen Merchant. June 9 at 3 at offices of 
Pul'an, Bond st, Leeds ; 

Sharer, Naumen, New rd, Whitechapel, Dealer in China, Jane 4 at 3 
at offices of Cattlin, Wormwood ‘+t, Old Broad st 

‘Sharpe, Frederic Constantine. Paternoster 1ow, Wine Merchant, June 
10 at 2 at offices of Poole, Bartholomew clos 

Shaw, Joseph, and Albert Shaw, Elland, Halifax, Woollen Manufac- 
turere. June 9 at 11 at offices of Garsed, Baram Top, Halifax 

Simeocks, William Jonathan, Higher Tranmere, near Birkenhead, 
Commission Agent. June 1] at 12 at offices of Carruthers, Lord st, 
Liverpool 

Skinner, Adolphus, Fairlight, Sussex, Farmer. June 4 at 1 at offices of 
Sauery, Trinity st, Hastings 

Smith, Edmund Tydeman, Creeting All Saints. Suffo'k, Farmer. J une 
16 at 12 at the Swan Hotel. Needhym Market. Gudgeon 

Smith, James, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Saddler, June 11 at 12 at offices of 
Seago, High st, Lowesto!t 


Smith, Samuel George, Leigh, Dorset, Farmer. June 12 at 12 at the 


Mermaid Hote!, High st, Yeovil. Andrews and Co, Dorchester 

Sne!!, Charles Henry, Bristol, Tailor, June 7 at 12 at offices of Sprod, 
John st, Bristol, Essery, Bristol 

Spencelayh, William Brown, Chatham, Ironmonger. June 17 at 12 at 
the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Winch, Chatham 

Spencer, William, Leicester, Farmer. June 13 at 12 at 4, New st, 
Leicester. Toller and Sons, Leicester 

Sutton, John, Maghull, Lancashire, Beerhouse keeper. June 6 at 3 at 
offices of Brighouse and Brighouse, Derby st, Orms*irk 

Taylor, John Robert Selkirk, Drypool. Kingston-upon-Hull, Ship- 
wright. June 5 at 3 at offices of Sing eton and Martinson, Exchange 
buildings, Bowlalley lare, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Tazewell, John, Haygrove, Bridgewater, Farmer. June 9 at 12 at 
offices of Reed and Cook, King sq, Bridgewater 

Thomas, Charles, jun, Southampton, Baker. Jane 6 at 4 at offices of 
Watts, High st, Southampton 

Thornley, Catherine, Ardwick, Manchester, Earthenware Dealer. Jane 
11 at 11 at o'tices of Rowley, Brown st 

Tippetts, Theodore George, Athertons, Warwick, Solicitor, June 9 at 
3 at the Red Lion Hotel, Atherstone. Arzyle and Sons 

Turner, Herbert, Rotherham. York. Jane 10 at 2? s»t the Queen’s 
Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester. Badgers an‘ Co, Rotherham 

Vaughan, John, St John’s, Kent, Newspaper Publisher. Juns7 at 12 
at offices of Perciva! and Co, Walbrook House, Walbrook. Collis, 
Duke st, Mancherter sq 

Walker, Arnold Herbert, Birmingham, Wine Retailer. Jane9 at 4 at 
offices of Phillips. Victo:ia rd, As'on 

Webb, John Cross, Ma*cheter, Japanner. June 17at 3 at offices of 
Jones, Kennedy st, Manchester 

Wilday, Charles Harry Littleton, and Rowland Lockyer Cox, Castle st, 
Holborn, Lithographers. June 12 at 2 at offices of Lawrance and Co, 
Old Jewry chambers 

Wilkins, John, Derby. Joiner. Jane 14 at 11 at offices of Leech, St 
James’s chambers, Derby 

Williams, Thomas Joseph Frederick, High st, Shoreditch, Tailor. 
June 5 at 3 at the Inns of Court Hotel, Lincoln’s inn ficldy. Betts, 
Southampton st, Strand 

Williamson, Ferjinand Hedworth, Bessborouch s*', Pimlico, Gent. 
June 5 at 2 at Ashley’s Hotel, Henrietta st, Covent Garden. Wilkin- 
son and Howlett 

Williamson, James, North Shields, Glass Merchant. June 5 at 1) at 
offices of Kewney, Howard st, North Shiel:is 

Wilson, James, Birmingham, Builder. Junsa 9 at 2.30 at 67, Colmore 
row, Birmingham. Barber 

Wilson, Thomas, Newcas'le-upon-Tyne, Hosier. June 6 at 12 at offices 
of Pybus, Dean st, Neweustie-npon-Tvne 

Wi'scorn, Edwin. Carisbrooke, Isl+ of Wight, Tea Desle-. June 6 at 
11 at offices of Poole, Bartholomew close, London, Joyce 

‘Wo fensberger, Chorl'on-nson-Mellock, Manchester, Wine Merchant, 
June 10 at 3 at offices of Tidswell, Brazennose st, Manghester 

Wookey, Joseph, Mortimer, Berks, Farm Builiff. June 9a: ll at 20, 
Forbury, Reading. Creed 

Woolf, Morris, Birmingham, Boot Manufacturer. Jane 6 at 11 at 
Offices of Spencer. Bennett's hill, Birmingham 

Wright, Richard, Kingston-upon-Hull, Joiner. June 4 at 3 at offices of 
Pickering, Parli st, Kingston-upon-Hull. Woodhouse and 
Peach, Hull 





PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 


M 1 . . (@) N E 8 > 
SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, BLOOMSBURY 
(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 

Will be glad to forward his new Pamoblet gratis an4 post-free, which 
explains the only perfectly painless system of adapting A CIAL 
TEETH (protected by Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent), which 
have obtained five Prize Medals, London 1862, Paris 
1867, Philadelphia 1876, Vienna 1873, and New York 

1853.—Consultation daily free. 


ACcouN TS of COMPANIES and COMMERCIAL 
FIRMS AUDITED or periodically made up on moderate terms. 
pow ah. a Georcr, Accountant and Mortgage Broker, 174, Regent- 








4 tohold another Social and Religious Meeting in for 
Barristers and Solicitors and their @lerks oniy, on THURSDAY, 
JUNE 12, 1879. Mr. GAINSFORD BRUCE in the Chair. Any gentle- 
man in the Legal Profession or their Clerks who desire to attend or 
will assist in inviting others are requested to apply to Mr. H.O. 
Nisset, 35, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 





AW EXAMINATIONS.—Mr. Atszrr Sr. Pavn 

4A {M.A.Oxun), Solicitor, prepares gentlemen for theirPreliminary, 

Intermediate, and Final Examinations, eitber privately, or in class, 
Resident pupils received.—Address, 11, Staple-inn, London, W.O, 


A LIBERAL COMMISSION will be paid to 

Solicitors and Others for the introduction of Capital and Busi- 
= to - First-Class Building Society.—Address, SecreTary, as office 
of paper. 


fJ.HE STANDARD LIFE ASSURANCE COM- 
PANY.—Established 1825, 


ANNUAL REPORT, 1879. 


The FIFTY-1HIRD ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING of the Com- 
pany was held at Edinburgh, on Tuesday, the 22nd of April, 1879, 
HENRY DAVIDSON, Esq.. Muirhouse, in the Chair, when the follow- 
ing results were communicated :— 

Amount proposed for Assurance during the year 1878 
(2,247 Proposals) .......ceccocorscscecesesseresecesccesseseocesss $51,499,081 0 10 
Amov mt of Assurances accepted during the year 1878 
(BGR. O PMIONED) | 5n.00:.icesscccasssscssisssncceésseumsestog Coabey’ . Nene i 
Annual! Premiums on new Policies during the year 1878 38,476 11 5 
Claims by death during the year 1878, exclusive of 
OUR RANTING 905.0000 .cesdresnssccasn ssceonsetreses actasecncioe MEME 
Amount of Assurances accepted during the last five 
WOON: cdinniny/edcconanaes we .. 6,220,234 10 7 
Subsisting Assurances at 15th November, 1878 (of 
which £1,509,911 149, 9d. is Re-assured with other 
offices) ......... ec beneaes sedtboeccoennees sueisersosectnensoesbeeneses. LUE ME Li 
Revenue, upwards of £800,000 Sterling per anrum. 
Accumulatec Funds, upwards of Five Millions and a Quarter Sterling. 

The Report, Tables of Rates, and all farther information can be ob- 
tained on application, 

Colonia] and Foreign Assurances.—Assurances granted on the lives 
of persons proceeding abroad. Branch offices and agencies in India 
and all the British Colonies, 


H, JONES WILLIAMS, General Secretary for England. 


London—82, King William-street, E.C., and 3, Pall Mall East, 8.W. 
Edinburgh—3 and 5, George-strees (Head O4ice). 
Dublin—66, Upper Sackville~street. 














EVERSIONARY AND LIFE INTERESTS in 
\ Landed or Funded Property or other Securities and ANNUITIES 
purchased, or Loans thereon granted, by the 
EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 
10, LANCASTER-PLACE, WATERLOO-BRIDGE, STRAND, 
Established 1835. Paid-up Capital, £480,000. 
If required Interest on Loans may be capitalized. 
F. 8. CLAYTON, Joint 
C. H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries 





r) 
SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Facalty pronounce it ‘‘ the most nutritions, perfectly digestible 
beverage for Breakfa-t, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids aad Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED With starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break 

ast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTINa A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
he Chocolate, and may be taken when richer choclate is pro- 
nibited. 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 





HE AGRA BANK (LIMITED). 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000, 

HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON. 
Brancuzs in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agra, 
Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. 

Current Accounts are kept at’ the Head Office on the terms cus- 
tomary with Loncon bankers, and interest allowed when the credit 
balance does not fall below £100. 

Deposits received for fixed periods on the following te viz. — 
At 5 per cent. per annum, subject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal. 
For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed 
upon, 
BIx1s issued at the current exchange ofthe day on any ofthe Branches 
» the Bank free of extra charge ; and approved bills purchased or sent 
for collection. 

SaLes anD Purcuases effected in British and foreign securi! in 
—_ India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same 
taken. 

Interest drawn and army, navy, and civi) pay and pensions realized, 

Every other description of banking business and money ‘agency. 
British and Indian transacted, J. THOMSON, Chairmap. 
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NION BANK OF AUSTRALIA. 
Established 1837. 

Paid-up capital ..eccccessccceccseseeees £1,487 500 

Reserve fund ..... ce crevcecccccces 783,500 
LETTEKS of CKEDIT and BILLS on DEMAND, or at Thirty Days’ 
Sight, are granted on the Bank’s Branches throughout Australia and 
New Zealand. BILLS on the Colonies are negotiated and sent for 
-collection. DEPOSITS sre received, at notice, and for fixed periods, on 

terms which may be ascertained on application. 
W. R. MEWBURN, Manager. 

1, Bank-buildings, Lothbury, London, E.C. 


CITY OF LONDON. 


Lime-street, with entranee from Fenchurcb-street.—A most Important 
Freehold Building Site, with possession. 


ESSRS. FULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CO. 

are instructed to SELL by AUCTION, on FRIDAY, JUNE 20th, 
at ONE precisely, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, in One Lot, the 
very valuable and important FREEHOLD PLOT of LAND, } eing part 
-of the site of 8t. Dionis Backchurch, situate on the west side of Lime- 
street, having a frontage thereto of 70 feet, and an entrance from 
Fencharch-street. The areaof the land for sale is about 4,8 00 super- 
ficial feet, exclusive of the portion taken by the Commissioners of 
Sewers for the widening of Lime-street. The small houses abutting 
upon the church-yaerd next Fenchurch-street are proposed to be re- 
moved by the Commissione:s of Sewers fur the intended widening of 
Fenchurch-street, so that there will be almost unrestricted advantages 
as to light. The site is in the direct line of the proposed City scheme 
for the reconstruction of Leadenhall-market, and for the formation 
of a new street from Fenchurch-street to Leadenhall-street. Tie 
burial ground (which cannot be built upon) intervenes between 
the property acd Fenchurch-strect, from which etreet there is a gate- 
Way entrance, and the importance of the situation cannot be well 
over-estimated, presenting an opportunity, now every day growing 
scarcer, of acquiring a City Freehold. Possession will be given on 
completion of the purchase. 

May be viewed, and particulars, with plans, had of 
Messrs. CLUTTONS, 9. Whitet all-place, 8.W.; of 
Messrs. WHITE, BORRETT, & CO., Solicitors, 

hali-place, 8, W. ; 
at the Auction Mart; and of Messrs, FULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & 
©0O., 31, Billiter-square, London, E.C. 


r 





6, White- 





CAMBERLEY, SURREY, 


Close to the Camberley Statiun onthe Ascot and Woking line of the 
South-Western Railway, and within a short distance of Sandhurst and 
the Royal Staff College.—A Freebold Property, abcut 10 acres in 
extent, comprising within its lmits, most skilfuily disposed, Five 
Residences—1. Tue Knoll, an ex.eedingly choice Residence, with 
about six acres of grounds, let to St. George Tucker, Esq., at the low 
rent of £250 per annum. 2. Homedale, a charming Residence, at 
present let farnished to Capt. J. D. Ledeard, R.A., at £200 per annum, 
the annual value unfurnished being £150 per annum. 3. Bryanston, 
a cheerful Residence, let to Capt. Bickford, R.M.A., at £77 per annum. 
4. Woodbovrne, a villa Residence, let to H. H. Crookenden, Esq , 
R.A., at £70 per »nnum. 5. News ead, a recently erected Resi- 
dence, Jet to Capt. Duni:p, R.A., at £80 per annum. 6. A plot of 
Freehold Ground on the opposite side of the ioad to which the 
Knoll Estate abuis.—For occupation or investment, or both purposes 
combined, the property offers attractions of no ordinary character, 


R. ROBINS (of 5, Waterloo-place, Pall Mall) 
will SELL the above FR' ENOLD PROPERTY by AUCTION, 
in Six Lots, atthe MART, in Tokenhouse-yard, Lothbury, E.C., on 
TUESDAY, JULY 8, at TWO precisely. 
Particuiars »nd plans of 
Messrs. WOOD, LATHAM, & BIGG, Solicitors, 6, Raymond- 
buildings, Gray’s-inn, W.C. ; of 
Messrs. DOMVILLE, LAWRENCE, GRAHAM, & LONG, BSolici- 
tors, 6, New-square, Linco lu’s-inn, W.C. ; 
at the Mart; and of Mr. ROBINS, 
N.B.—A detailed advertisement appears in the ‘* Times” 


every 
Saturday. 





ISSUE OF SECOND HALF OF CAPITAL. 


OUSE PROPERTY and INVESTMENT COM. 
PANY (Limited), 92, Cannon-street, London, E.C., seven doors 
east of the Cannon-street Station.—Capital £1,000,000, in 40 000 fully 
paid-up shares of £25 each, for the Purchase and Sale of productive 
and progressive House Property, and IMPROVING THE DWELL- 
INGS OF THE WORKING CLASSES ON THE SELF-SUPPORT- 
ING PRINCIPLE. Registered March 15, 1876, 
PROGRESS. 
Estates purchased, 123, fur £596,798, 
Reserve Fond upwards of £27,000. 
Number of Shareholders, 1,83. 
Profitable re-sa'es made from time to time. 
CAPITAL ALLOLTED. 
Shares, Amount. 
4,000 - . £ 00,000 
4,000 £100,000 
4,000 £100,000 
4,000 £100,000 
4,000 £100,000 
634 £15,850 


Total... 20,634 £515,850 

SIXTH ISSUE, 4,000, £25 e+ch, at £5 per share premium. 
have been already allotted, 
allotment. 

The present premium has been fixed to place on a fair level the old 
shareholders and present entrants. 

Current rate of interest on shares, SIX PER CENT. 

For latest particulars, apply to W. H. BASDEN, Secretary. 


Ist Issue at par......... 
2nd ” £1 prem. 
Srd ” £2 

4th ,, £3 
Sth yy £4 
6th yy £5 


634 
and the remainder are in course of 





EEDS CORPORATION CONSOLIDATED 
FOUR PER CENT. DEBENTURE STOCK.—Applications are 
invited for investment in the above security.—Full particulars may be 
obtained from Messrs. Frepertck Bansuay & Sons, Bartholomew- 
iane, London ; or Mr. Wa. Derry, Borough Accountant, Leeds. 


EDE AND 50N 
ROBE MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNBEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY S CLERGY GOWNS, &C 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94. CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


AN IMPORTANT CONVENIENCE TO LAW WRITERS AND 
SOLICITORS. 


STEPHENS’ SCARLET INK FOR STEEL PENS. 


This new Ink supplies the demand continual'y made bat never 
before met, for a Red Ink which is uninjared by Steel or other 
Metallic Pens, Steel Pens left in this ink for months do not impair 
the beauty of its colour, nor are the Pens in the least corroded by it. 
The existing Red Inks rapidly destroy Steel Pens, and lose their red 
colour if used with other than Gold or Quill Pens, This new colour 
isa very rich scarlet red of great’ beauty. The colour of this ink is 
not affected by use eee parchment, and is consequently of great 
value to Solicitors and Draughtsmen. 


Sold in stone bottles, retail at 1s., 2s.,8s; and Imperial Quarts of 
Oounces at 6s.each. Also in glass bottles at 6d. and ls. each. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMER'S 
re LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to beSOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and Shooting 
Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property and 
Investments generally, is published on the first day of each month, 
and may be obtained, free ofcharge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, E.C. 
or will be sent by postin return for two stamps,—Particulars for inser 
tion should be received not later than four days previous tothe end 
of the preceding month. 


The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisitc onder the ‘above Acts supplied on the shortest not ice 














The BOOKS ara FORMS kept in stock for immediate use 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
in the properform for registration and distribution. SHARE CERe 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’- 
inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


Pisa COMPANY'S EXTRACT OF MEAT. 


A SLIGHT ADDITION OF THE EXTRACT GIVES GREAT 
STRENGTH AND FLAVODR TO sOUPS, MADE DISHES, 
AND SAUCES, AND EFFECTS GREAT ECONOMY. 


—— COMPANY’S EXTRAOT OF MEAT. 


Caution.—Genuine oniy with facsmile of Baron Liebig’s signa~ 
ture in biue ink caroas label. 


[_ 24 COMPANY'S EXTRACT OF MEAT 





In use in most households throughout the Kingdom. 


TEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT 





K*® AHAN’S LL WHISKY. 


INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Pure, Mild and 
Mellow, Delicious and most Wholesome. Universally recom- 
mended by the Profession. The Cream of Old Irish Whiskies. 


INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Dr. Hassall says— 

“ Soft and Mellow, Pure, well Matured, and of very excellent 
duality” 

INAHAN’S LL WHISKY. Gold Medal, Paris 


Exhibition, 1878; Dublin Exhibition, 1865, the Gold Medal. 
20, Great Titchfield Street, London, W. 














